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PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE SIXTY-NINTH CONGRESS 

SECOND SESSION 

SENATE 
~RIDAY, February 11, 19~7 

(Legislatire (lay of Wednesday, Februarv 9, 1921) 

The Senate reas embled at 12 o'clock meridian, on the ex
piration of the recess. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena

toi·s answered to their names : 
Ashurst Frazier La Follette Reed, ,;Pa. 
Bayard George Lenroot Robin ·on, Ark. 
Blease Gerry McKellar Robinson, Ind. 
Borah Gillett McLean Sackett 
Bratton Glass McMaster Schall 
Broussard Goff 1\[CJ.~ary Sheppard 
Bruce Gooding Mayfield Shipstead 
Ca.meron Gould Means Shortridge 
Capper Greene Metcalf Smith 
Caraway Hale Moses Steck 
Copeland Harreld Neely Stephens 
Couzens Harris Norris Stewart 
Curtis Ilarrison Nye Trammell 
Dale Hawes Oddie Tyson 
Deneen Bettin Overman Underwood 
Dill Howell Pe~per Wadsworth 
J.;;dwards Johnson Ph1pps Walsh, Mass. 
Ernst Jones, Wash. Pine Walsh, Mont. 
l•'erris Kendrick Pittman Warren 
Fess Keyes Ransdell Watson 
Fletcher King Reed, Mo. Willis 

M.r. McMASTER. I desire to announce that my colleague, 
the senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. NORBECK], is un
avoidably absent from the Senate, being detained in a hospital 
on account of injuries received in an automobile accident. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-fom· Senators having an
swered to their names, a quorum is pre ent. 

J.fESSAGEl FROM THE HOUSm--ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

A message from the House of Representatives, by 1\fr. Halti
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they were 
thereupon signed by the Vice President. 

H. R. 4553. An act authorizing the President to restore Com
mander George M. Baum, United States Navy, to a place on the 
list of commanders of the Navy to rank next after Commander 
David W. Bagley, United States Navy; 

H. R.l1421. An act to provide for conveyance of certain 
lands in the State of Alabama for State park and game pre
serve purposes ; and 

H. R.14242. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Navy 
to proceed with the construction of certain public works at 
Quantico, Va. 

INVESTIG.ATION OF BREAD PRWEB 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi
cation from the chairman of the Federal Trade Commission 
transmitting, in response to Senate Resolution 163, Sixty-eighth 
Congress, first session (agreed to February 16, 1924) a pre
liminary report of the commission relative to conditions in the 
bread-baking industry, which, with the accompanying report, 
was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS AND MEMO:nALS 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I request that 
a telegram from the National Association of Cotton Manufac
turers, a letter from the president of the Boston Chamber of 
Commerce, and letters from Stephen Apps, of Brady & Apps, 
of Fall River, Mass., and Bernard J. Rothwell, of Boston, be 
printed in the RJOOOBD and lie on the table. These papers are 
in the nature of memorials and make protest against the pas
sage of the so-called McNary-Haugen farm relief bill. 

There being no objection, the telegram and letters were or
dered to lie on the table and to be printed in the RECoRD, 
ns follows: 

LXVIII--220 

BOSTON, M.A.Ss., February 10, 1f1Zi. 
Hon. DAVID I. WALSH, 

Senate Office Building, Wash4ngton, D. a.: 
Proposed McNary-Haugen bill is unsound economically and dlscrinli

nating in its purpose. Its passage can result only in higher cost of 
clothing, yarq, tires, and many other articles to the consumer, and will 
further increase the ditl'erence in cost of manufacturing in this country 
and our competitors abroad, necessitating further tariff changes or loss 
of cotton textile inc.lustry employing over half a million. ()pr associa
tion with o1er 1,000 representath·e cotton manufacturers ns members 
urges you to do your utmost to defeat this bill. 

NATIO!\AL ASSOCIATION OF COTTON )iANUFACTUREllS. 

Hon. DAVID I. WaLSH, 

BOSTON CHAMBEU OF COMMEUCE, 

PRESTDEN'l''S O:r;:FICE, 
February 10, 1927. 

United States Senate, Washington, D. a. 
DEAR SIR : The officers and directors of the Boston Chamber of 

Commerce appreciate your stand in opposition to the McNary-Haugen 
bilL It is o clearly against the interests of the people of the country 
as a whole that it ought to fail to pass, and we hope yon will con
tinue to oppose it at all stages. 

It aims to benefit people raising wheat, corn, rice, swine, and cotton 
by increasing the cost of living of every person not directly engaged 
in these enterprises. 

It undertakes to establish and maintain artificially high prices of 
these products regardless of supply. This is contrary to sound 
economics and to common sense. 

The effect will be to stimulate production to excess of demand, and, 
at the same time, it attempts to maintain artificially high prices. 

One etreet will be the selling of staple products in foreign coun
tries at lower prices than they are sold to our own citizens. This is 
" a.bnormal and repugnant." 

Our textile mills will have to pay higher prices for raw cotton 
than foreign competitors will pay. This will be an additional handi
cap to the domestic textile industry, which normally is the greatest 
market for Amaican cotton. 

It will tend to throw a greater share of the world's textile busi
ness to foreign competitors. This will reduce the purchasing power 
of the American public and thus go a long way toward defeating the 
purpose of the bill. 

The Boston Chamber of Commerce realizes that conditions in the 
agricultural industry are out of adjustment with those in other in
dustries. It also recognizes the importance to the Nation of having 
that .great industry on a healthy basis ; but it is convinced that un
favorable conditions can not be effectively remedied by such legisla
tion as the McNary-Haugen bill. Any lasting and equitable solution 
must be in accordance with sound economic principles. 

The McNary-IIaugen bill attempts to control prices without con
trolling production and is therefore unworkable. 

Yours very truly, 

Mr. WM. J. DOOLEY, 

Boston, Mass. 

ANDREW J. PETERS, President. 

BRADY & APPS, 
Fall River, Mass., February -t, 19t'f. 

MY DEAR ?rlR. DooLEY : You undoubtedly noticed the strength in the 
cotton market to-day. It is stated that the probable passage of the 
farm bill is the answer. Taking surplus crops off the market appears 
to many as though the gambler will be sitting in the saddle. This seems 
a natural inference in view of the fact that the economic law of supply 
and demand will be relegated to the rear. The manufacturer of textiles 
certainly bas everything to lose ; i. e., if there is anything left after 
five years of the worst business in its history. There is no use denying 
the fact that high cotton has been 11. contributory factor counting for 
the present conditions of the best-managed plants in · this country. A 
return to high commodity values, especio.lly at a tiQ1e when the supplies 
of cotton are the greatest in history, wonld surely mean the death knell 
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of many mills now operating throughout the country. Certainly it is a 
pleasure to read in the newspapers that our New England Senators are 
fighting this bill tooth and nail, evidently realizing what it means to the 
textile interests who are struggling in their endea>or to keep going. 

With be. t regards, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 

llon. D-\YID I. WALSH, 

STEPHEN APPS. 

BJ.Y S(l'AT:n: ~liLLDiG Co., 
Boston, 9, Mass., Fe1Jrua1·y 9, 192'1. 

Un~ted States Serwte, Wasl1ington, D. 0. 
DEAR SENATOR WALSH: Noting through our local press that you have 

had read into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an article by John Bantry, 
which appeared in the Boston Post of Saturday, Febi'Uary 5, may I call 
your attention to one serious misstatement which il contains, namely, 
"that this bill guarantees a profit to millers, all the big concerns who 
turn wheat, corn, and rice into flour meal and cereals." 

As you are no doubt aware, this bill makes no such guaranty; on the 
contrary, so fraught with harm is it to the flour-milling industry that 
the Millers' National Federation actively opposes it, and individual 
millers all over the country are bringing every possible legitimate influ
ence upon their Representatives in Congress to vote against it. 

Far from being an advantage to the flour-milling industry, it is a 
distinct menace, liable to involve it in serious los10es. By no possible 
construction could it add one cent to the profits of thls highly competi
tive industry. 

Am glad to note your oppof.lition to its passage, find I sincerely hope 
that should it pas ~ both nom;el'l of CongreRs, consistent with his previ
ous public expressions on this ubject, the President will pi·omptly 
veto it. 

Yours very truly, 
BEU~ARD J. ROTHWELL. 

Mr. CURTIS pre, ented the following concurrent resolutions 
of the Legislature of the State of Kansas, which was referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations: 
Senate ConcurrPnt Resolution 5 and memorial petitioning the Con

gress of the United States to appropriate not le ·s than $8,000.000 
for the conservation of flood waters in the State of Kansas during 
the years 19~7 and 1928, making not leR than $4,000,000 of the 
amount available not later than June 30, 1927, and $4,000,000 
available Jtme 30, 1928 

Be it resoltved by the Senate of the State of Kansas (the Hot,se of 
Rep res en tatives C01Wtu'ring th e1·ein)-

SECTIO 1. That owing to the extreme dry weather in western 
Kansas and the damage done by floods in all parts of the State in 
rainy seasons during the summer months of each year, that the Congress 
of the United States be and is hereby requested to appropriate the sum 
of $4,000,000 to be available not later than June 30, 1927, to prevent 
the loss of waters in the streams of western Kansas, by impounding 
the same into large lakes, that said impounded water may be used for 
irrigation when available, and keeping the streams of the State within 
their channels. The said money to be expended for impounding such 
waters under the direction of the board of administration, and a like 
sum to be expended for the same purpose through the direction of the 
same board and be available not later than June 30, 1928. 

SEc. 2. That the secretary of state be and is hereby directed to 
transmit copies of this resolution to the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives of the United States and to the several members of said 
bodies representing the State therein, and to the President of the 
United States. 

I hereby certify that the above concunent resolution originated in 
the senate, and passed that body January 2u, 1927. 

Passed the house Febl'uary 4, 1927. 

D. A. N. CHASE, 
Presiden-t ot the Senate. 

ARTH R S. MCSAY, 
Secretarv of tlle Senate. 

J. l\1. HAJ\HLTON, 
Speaker of the House. 

W. S. MORGAN, 
..4. -~&i-staut Chief Olet-k o( t1lc House. 

Mr. BRUCE presented petitions of sundry citizens of Balti
more, Mel., praying for the prompt passage of legislation grant
iHg increased pensions to Civil War veterans and tl1eir widows, 
which were referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

1\lr. JONES of Washington presented petitions of sundry 
citizen of Seattle and Tacoma·, all in the State of Washington, 
praying for the prompt pa..;~age of legislation granting in
creased pensions to Civil War veterans and their widows, 
which were referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. WILLIS presented memorials of sundry citizens of Jack
son and Ne·wark, a)l in the State of Ohio, remon.:trating against 
the pa .·age of the bill (S. 4821) to provide for the closing of 

barber shops in the District of Columbia on Sunday, or any 
other legislation religious in character, -which \Yere referred to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. GILLETT presented petitions of sundry citizens of the 
State of Massachusetts, praying for the passage of legi ·latlon 
granting increased pen ions to Civil War veterans and theit· 
widows, which were referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. DENEEN presented memorials of sumlry citizen.· of the 
State of Illinois, remonstrating against the passage of the IJill 
( S. 4821) to provide for the closing of barber shops in the Di::;
trict of Columbia on Sunday, or any other legislation religious 
in character, which were referred to the Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

He also presented petitions numerously signed by sundry riti
zens of Chicago, Earlville, Rockford, and other cities and 
towns in the State of Illinois, praying for the prompt pa~~age 
of legislation granting increased pensions to Civil War veternn. 
and their widows, and for the remoT"al of the limitation on the 
date of marriage of Civil Wnr widows, which were referred to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

Mr. JOHNSON presented numerous petitions of sundry citi
zens of the State of California, praying for the prompt paRsage 
of legislation granting increased pensioru; to Oi\il War veteran: 
and their \Yidows, which were referred to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

ENVIRONS OF THE CAPITOL AND THE WHITE HO'C'SE 

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, I have here a communication 
from the chairman of the committee on plan of WaRbington 
of the American Institute of Architects which I wish to have 
referred to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds and 
printed in the RECORD. I would like to ask that the committ<.'e 
pay some attention to the matter. 

There being no objection, the communication "Was referred to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds and ordered to 
be. printed in the REcono, as follows : 

THE AMERICAN I~STITUTE OF ARCHITECTS, 
CO:UllliTTEE 0:-l PLAN OF WASHINGTON AND E:-l\IRO:-l 

THE AMOJRICAN I:-lSTITUTID OF ARCHITECTS A 'SWERS QUESTIONS 

The institute has proposed four lines of legislative action for tlle 
protection of the Capitol and the White House : 

1. DEFINITE ESTABLISHME::>."T OF THE FUTURE CHARACTER OF CAPITO[, 
AND WHITE HOuSE FRONTAGES 

Q. Does this mean ultimate Government ownership ?-A. Not neces
sarily. Subject only to requirements of Planning and Public Buildings 
Commissions. 

Q. Would not this "throw a cloud" over property?-.\. No. It 
would relieve present situation from uncertainty by giving commissions 
the right to consider the use of these sites, and by forcing them to 
decide whether or not they wanted the property. 

Q. How would it affect property not required ?-A. It would enforce 
conformity in architectural type: (1) For the Capitol, to a scheme 
harmonizing with the Senate and House Office Buildings; (2) for the 
White House, to a scheme harmonizing with the Treasury Annex. 

Q. Why not specify " like " these types instead of " harmonizing " ?
A. Because exact repetition is monotonous and unnecessary. More 
freedom can be given to meet special requirements, and better results 
will follow if plans are subject to approval of the Fine Arts Commission. 

Q. Is it proposed to take entire blocks as shown on plan of 1901 ?
A. Not necessarily; e. g., the Treasury annex is designed as a T-shaped 
building with only a wing going through to Fifteenth Street. 

Q. How would it affect St. Johns Church ?-A. On every hand, 
especially with the architects, the preservation of this landmark is 
being insisted upon; but if St. Johns were eventually to rebuild, a new 
structure on this site should conform to the prevailing type. Tbe 
early protests were that the plan of 1901 would destroy the historic 
houses of Lafayette Square; but the historic houses have fallen before 
private development, not governmental. To-day the Hay, Adams, Sli
dell, and Corcoran houses have gone; the Dolly Madison, the Camero11. 
the Decatur, and others, are to go. 

Q. Why bother about the new buildings when the State, War, and 
Navy and the Veterans' Bureau already violate the scbeme?-A. No 
one, e.:<rcept seeing-Washington guides, has any brief for the 1\lan ·ard 
bulk of the State Department Building. Plans have long since beeu 
made to scrape oft' its architectural excrescences, to decapitate it and 
bring it into some form of architectural subordination. Enntually 
these plans will be carried out. The Veterans' Bureau is a scathing 
indictment of just the "individualistic" planning wbiclt it is now 
sought to prevent. Undoubtedly in due course thi builuing will lle 
remodeled. 

Q. Incidentaily,. what is meant by the expl'~>ssion cunently u·etl or 
objected to, "monumental'' architecture?-A. This is a pbrase used in 
opposition to such terms ns " commercial " or "industrial." · It implies 
a larger, mot•e substo.ntial, more dignified treatment than merely meet-
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ing the absolute essentials. However, commercial buildings are not 
infrequently monum~tal; banks usually are, office buildings occasion
ally. Monumental treatment does not imply waste, excess, or over
elaboration. One of the most distinctive, imposing, unappreciated struc
tures in Washington is the simple but extremely dignified old City Hall. 
It is believed that Government buildings, in their main elements, should 
rank no lower in dignity than the best of corresponding private 
structures. 

Q. Isn't this all a new scheme no.t in the L'Enfant plan ?-A. It is 
a definite, logical development of the spirit of a violated first plan. 
The L'Enfant plan called for the ample setting of a "President's Park," 
extending from Fifteenth to Seventeenth Streets and north to I or K 
Street. The first violation was putting the Treasury where it stands 
and moving the building lines forward ; allowing tall structures is 
equivalent to moving them even closer to the White Hou e. 

Q. In brief, what is the minimum requirement to cover the situa
tion ?-A. Uniformly harmonious fa~.ades for the enframing buildings, 
regardless of use (public or private) ; regardless of depth-block en
tirely or single units with set back and added stories • • • a 
blanket clause: "All new buildings to be subordinate to the general 
scheme as expressed (for the Capitol) in the Senate and House Office 
Buildings (for the White House), in the Treasury Annex and the Cham
ber of Commerce ; all to be approved by the Commission of Fine Arts." 
2. THill REZOSING OF THE A.BEAS INVOLVED TO PREVENT FURTHER COMMER-

CIAL DEVELOPMENT 

Q. What is the idea of this suggestion ?-A. The idea is to avert 
waste-to head off building development not permanent in character. 

Q. What is the objection to regulated commercial development such 
as the Chamber of Commerce ?-A. There is no objection from the 
standpoint of appearances. There is every reason to believe, however, 
that all the available frontages of the White House and the Capitol 
will be needed for Federal purposes. 

Q. Would not such zoning be confiscatory?-A. Possibly the word 
"prevent" should be replaced by "retard" or "arrest." Certainly 
the height limit should be reduced. Actually the Government should 
proceed at once to acquire the property it will eventually need. 

Q. Exactly 'what does this beading call for ?-A. That depends on 
what the planning commission recommends; and on whether or not 
the Shipstead bill passes (supervision by Fine Arts Commission of 
buildings facing parks). 

Q. Will not the passage of the Shlpstead bill as it stands be sum
cient to meet the situation ?-A. No; retroactive legislation is confisca
tion. It can not touch a building for which a permit has been granted. 
The only equitable solution apparent is acquisition of tbe properties. 
S. AUTHORIZATION FOR THE VARIOUS COUMISSIONS TO INCLUDE THESE 

AREAS IN THEIR PLANNING 

Q. Wby is authorization necessary?-A. Because, in so far as cur
rent appropriations are concerned, permission to consider the use of 
these sites has been specifically withheld, and because, from the very 
beginning, private interests have endeavored to block G<lvernment de
velopment around Lafayette Square. 

Q. Since the Bruce restriction applies only to tbe present appropria
tion, why not leave matters until another approp~iation bill ?-A. Be
cause this same policy, adopted last year over the protest of the archi
tects, has brought about these complications of the new hotel and the 
new office building; and because further delay in establishing a policy 
will tie up the extension of the Treasury Annex. 

Q. What would be the special advantage of this study ?-A. It would 
definitely clarify a tangled situation by determining just what property 
the Government will want. By freeing other properties !rom the bur
den of uncertainty, development may proceed. It will point the way 
and es~blish the character of treatment desired, whether public or 
p,.-ivate. 

Q. What are these properties worth ?-A. The architects' committee 
has made no investigations nor discussed the subject with property 
interests. It is understood that officials have made investigations. 

Q. If purchased, what would properties be used for?-A. To meet the 
needs of the Federal Government as determined by the Planning Com
mission and the Public Buildings Commission. It might be assumed 
that the Dolly Madison house would eventually be required to complete 
the Treasury Annex, and that property on the west side of the square 
will in due course go into a single building of the same general size 
and ch?-racter as the completed Treasury Annex-possibly the State 
Department. The Hay-Adams site has been mentioned for a building 
for the Bmeau of the Budget or for the Federal Reserve Board. 

Q. Why can not this matter stand until next session ?-A. Because 
the price of delay will add between three and four millions of dollars to 
the cost of the properties ; and will delay the development of this 
section for a generation. 

Q. Why was not this question raised before ?-A. It has been con
stantly stressed since 1901. Every attempt to develop the square has 
met effective opposition. Tbe danger was pointed out by the archi
tects' committee in May, 1926, when the public buildings bill was under 
consideration and the rider eliminating Lafayette Square was being 

forced. Senatm- Fernald, chairman of the Senate committee, told the 
architects' committee that he appreciated the situation but was power_ 
less. in the face of a filibuster endangf'ing the whole pulllic buildings 
bill. 

~. IMMEDIATB ACQUISITION OF PROPERTIES FOR WHICH IMPROVEMENTS All» 

DEFINITELY PROJECTED 

Q. Why ?-A. Because improvements projected are not in liarmony 
with general schemes for treatment, and because cost of subsequent 
acquisition with improvements will mean wholly unnecessary added 
burden with loss not only of improvements but of added earning values, 
ot demolition, etc. 

Q. What properties and improvements are involved ?-A. The new 
Carlton Chambers on H Street between Sixteenth and the Chamber of 
Commerce, a building higher than the established type and dift'erent 
in treatment. Work to begin immediately.. A new office building on 
the west side of the square--Jackson Place. Plans out for bids. Like
wise a structure dift'ering radically from acceptable type and not sub
sequently adaptable. Tlie Dolly Madison house (Cosmos Club). the 
sale of which for commercial purposes is being discussed. This prop
erty is needed for the completion of the Treasury Annex, which is 
designed for the entire block in length and already is one-third com-
pleted. · 

Current reports indicate that the Stephen Decatur bouse, built with 
prize money, may likewise go on the market. 

Developments for Capitol frontages are unknown, but two apart
ment houses have been only recently started. 

Q. Why wait until the last moment, " locking the barn after the 
horse is stolen "?-A. For 25 years the AmPrican Institute of Archi
tects has urged the purchase of the properties in jeopardy, at a 
fraction of their present value. 

It has consistently supported the 1901 development of. the L'Enfant 
plan. 

In 1924, in its official publication, The Plan of the Federal City, 
it called special attention to the White House and Capitol frontages, 
with this warning: 

"Both of these great projects are endangered and their future made 
possible only at prohibitive cost unless plans are immediately made to 
insure their fnture realization." 

For thr€e years it bas maintained a committee with members 
throughout the whole country to watch over the development of the 
national committee. 

In 1926, in the closing days of the last session, it endeavored to 
defeat the Bruce amendment, warning of tile inevitable results. It 
could do no more. 

The institute now points out that, although several horses have been 
stolen, the greater part of the stable is still intact, but is about to be 
taken in toto. It urges that the doors be locked now, before the last 
horse is taken. 

Submitted by-
HonACE W. PEAsLEE, 

Ohairman the Oommittee on Plan of Washington 
of the American It1stitute of Architects. 

WASHINGTON, D. C., Februar11 10, 19f!:l. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

1\fr. TYSON, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill {S. 4795) for the relief of B. F. Cowley, re
ported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1458) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill (S. 5017) for the relief of Ruth J. Walling, reported 
it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 1459) 
thereon. 

1\Ir. STEPHENS, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill { S. 5230) for the relief of Kate Mathews, 
reported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1460) thereon. 

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to which was referred the bill ( S. 1283) for the relief of Mar
garet I. Varnum, reported it without amendment and sub
mitted a report {No. 1461) thereon. 

Mr. CAMERON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 12797) to authorize the sale 
of the Buckeye Target Range, Ariz., reported it without amend
ment and submitted a report (No. 1462) thereon. 

Mr. LENROOT, from the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 15414) to 
authorize the United States Veterans' Bureau to accept a title 
to lands required for a hospital site in Rapides Parish, La., 
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1463) thereon. · 

Mr. DENEEN, from the Committee on Claims, to which wer·e 
referred the following bHls, submitted adverse reports thereon : 

A bill ( S. 644) for the relief of Henry H. Hall (Rept. No. 
1464); .and 
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· A bill (S. 2126) for the relief of George Andre and Alphonse 

Andre (Rept. No. 1465). 
· Mr. DENEEN also, from t)le Committee on Claims, to whi.ch 

were referred the following bills, reported them each without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill ( S. 4631) for the relief of Claude '1'. Winslow (Rept. 
No. 1466) ; and 

A bill (H. R. 12551) for the relief of the Fidelity & Deposit 
Co. of Maryland (Rept. No. 1467). 

ENROLLED BILL P:RESENTED 

l\Ir. GREENE, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re
ported that on February 11, 1927, that committee presented to 
the President of the United States the enrolled bill (S. 5197) 
to authorize an appropriation for reconnaissance work in con
junction with the middle Rio Gran~e conservancy district to 
determine whether certain lands of the Cochiti, Santo Domingo, 
San Felipe, Santa Ana, Sandia, and Isleta Indians are suscep
tible of- reclamation, drainage, and irrigation. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows : 

By l\Ir. RANSDELL: 
A bill ( S. 5671) to amend paragraph (c) of section 4 of the 

act 'entitled "An act to create the inland waterways corpora
tion for the purpose of carrying out the mandate and purpose 
of Congress as expressed in sections 201 and 500 of the trans
portation act, and for other purposes," approved June 3, 1924; 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. McLEAN: 
A bill (S. 5672) granting a pension to l\Iary E. King (with 

accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. McNARY: 
A bill ( S. 5673) granting a pension to Mary A. Miller ; to 

the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. COPELAND: 
A bill (S. 5674) for the transportation of foreign mails of the 

United States, the creation and maintenance of auxiliaries for 
the use of the Army and Navy, the defense of the United States, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads. · 

By Mr. STANFIELD·: 
A bill (S. 5675) validating certain applications for and 

entries of public lands ; 
A bill (S. 5676) providing for the disposition of certain lands 

in Michigan and Wisconsin and the adjustment of claims arising 
from erroneous surveys ; 

A bill ( S. 56'i"7) to amend section 2455 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States, ·as amended, relating to isolated tracts of 
public land ; 

A bill ( S. 5678) to withhold timberlands from sale under the 
timber and stone act; 

A bill (S. 5679) to repeal an act entitled "An act to provide 
for stock-raising homesteads, and for other purposes " ; 

A bill (S. 5680) to repeal the desert land laws, and for other 
purposes ; and 

A bill ( S. 5681) to authorize the i~ance of patent for lands 
containing deposits of copper and associated minerals, and for 
other purposes ; to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

By l\Ir. JONES of Washington: 
A bill ( S. 5682) granting an increase of pension to William G. 

Simpson; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. SCHALL: 
A bill (S. 5683) granting a pension to Eliza G. Murray; and 
A bill ( S. 5684) granting an increase of pension to Cora F. 

Marlette; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. METCALF: 
A bill ( S. 5685) granting an increase of pension to Phebe 

Jm1e Sparrow (with accompanying papers); to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS 

1\ir. HARRISON. Mr. President, I desire to enter a motion 
to reconsider the action by which House bill 16863, the legis
lative appropriation bill, was ordered to a third reading and 
passed on yesterday. 

I have just been informed that the bill has been transmitted 
to the House. I also desire to enter a motion to request the 
House to return the bill to the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is· on the motion of 
the Senator from Mississippi that the House be requested to 
return to the Senate the legislative appropriation bill. 

l\Ir. HARRISON. Let the motion be entered for the present. 
I ask unanimous consent that that may be done. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion will be entered. 

Mr. HARRISON subsequently said : Mr. President, I desire 
to withdraw the motion which I entered asking the recall of 
the legislative appropriation bill from the House of Repre
sentatives and for a reconsideration of the vote whereby that 
bill was read the third time and passed on yesterday. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FEss in the chair}. With
out objection, the motions are withdrawn. 
RELATION OF THE PUBLIO-LA.ND STATES TO THE FEDERAL UNION 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have ~rinted in the RECORD an address delivered by Hon. Philip 
E. Wmter,. attorney at law, before the Open Forum of the 
Casper Chamber of Commerce at Casper, Wyo., on Tuesday, 
January 25, 1927, being a discussion and brief upon the relation 
of the public. land States to the Federal Union. It is a valuable 
contribution of statistics, argument, history, and citation of 
authorities. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. Winter's address is as follows: 

THE PROTEST OF THE Wl!IST 

For the purposes of tllis paper, the " West " i~cludes the 11 so-called 
public-land States: Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Ne
vada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming-which 
labor under the mutual ban and handicap of being "unequally yoked 
together " with the United States Government in the occupancy and. 
control of the lands, within their respective State lines, which they are 
seeking to develop into sovereign States of a sovereign Nation, while 
at the same time the Federal Government is asserting dominion over 
more than one-half of the lands in each of these 11 States. 

It is an anomalous, illogical relation which does not exist anywhere 
else in this "indissoluble Union of 48 indestructible States "-and it 
can not permanently continue here. The voice of protest has been 
raised from West to East, even as once it smote upon the ears of that 
Pharoah, and cabinet, farther East: "Let my people go!" so now the 
slogan is "Let go of our lands!" The West must and shall come into 
its own-" with none to molest nor make us afraid." 

In other words, we are demanding the reestablishment of self-gov
ernment in these public-land States, and this demand is based upon, 
and involves, the fundamental principles of the representative repub
lican form of government which bas been the admiration of the world 
for 150 years : 

[From the Declaration of Independence, July 4, 1776] 
Governments are instituted among men, deriving their just powers 

from the consent of the governed. 

[From the Federalist, XXII, December 14, 1786] 
The fabric of the American Empire ought to rest on the solid basis 

of the consent of the people. The streams of national power ought to 
fiow immediately from the pure, original fountain of all legislative 
autbority.-Hamilton. 

[From the Federalist, XLV] 
The powers delegated by the proposed Constitution to the Federal 

Government are few and defined. Those which are to remain in the 
State governments are numerous and indefinite. The former will be 
exercised principally on external objects, as war, peace, negotiations, 
and foreign commerce ; with which last, the power of taxation will, 
for the most part, be connected. The power reserved to the several 
States will extend to all the objects which, in the ordinary course 
of affairs, concern the lives, liberties, and properties of the people, 
and the internal order, improvement, and prosperity of the State.
Madison. 

This is, or would be, self-government but what if that " original 
fountain of all legitimate authority " be stopped! And what if it be 
attempted to have those streams of national power rise higher than 
their source ! 

To bring this directly home to our protest, let me quote the follow· 
ing from the recent speech at Williamsburg, Va.. ot President Coolidge, 
the present head of that "National power": 

"No method of procedure bas ever been devised by which liberty 
could be divorced from self-government. No plan of centralization has 
ever been adopted which did not result in bureaucracy, tyranny, in
fiexibility, reaction, and decline. Of all forms of government. those 
administered by bureaus are about the least satisfactory to an en
lightened and progressive people. Being irresponsible, they become au
tocratic, and being autocratic, they resist all development. Unless 
bureaucracy is constantly resisted, it breaks down representative gov
ernment and overwhelms democracy. It is the one element in our 
institutions that sets up the pretense of having autho.rity over every
body, and being responsible to nobody. • • • 

" While we ought to glory in the Union and remember that it ia 
the source from which the States derive their chief title to fame, we 
must also recognize that the national administration is not and can 
nof be adjusted to the needs of local government. It Js too far away 
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to be informed of local needs, too inacces.~ible to be responsive to local 
conditions. 

"The States should not be induced by coercion or by favor to sur
render the management of their own atrairs. 

" These principles of independence, of the integrity of the Union, and 
of local self-government have not diminished in their importance since 
they were so clearly recognized and faithfully decl~d in the Virginia 
convention of a hundred and fifty years ago • •." 

Now, what is Wyoming's ca·e? 
Within the limits of this paper we can only hit a :few of the high 

places, but tbey will make plain the justice of ouT cause. 
On September 30, 1889, the people of the Territory of Wyoming, 

as we find it recited in the enabling act, " asked the admission of 
said Ter1·itory into the Union of States on an equal footing with the 
original S tates in all respects whatever." And in response the fol
lowing action was taken by Congress : 

" Be it enacted, etc.-That the State of Wyoming 1s hereby declared 
to be a State of the United States of America, and is hereby declared 
admitted into the Union on an equal footing with the original States 
in all respects whatever." • .. • 

In the s('cond section of this enabling act is found the only excep
tion or limitation to this express compact assuring to the people of Wyo
ming full equality with the people of the original 13 Statea, namely : 

"Pro,;ided, That nothing in this act contained shall repeal or affeet 
any act of Congress relating to the Yellowstone National Park or 
tbe reservations of this park, as now defined or as may be hereafter 
defined or extended, or the power of the United States over it ; and 
n.othing contained in this act shall interfere with the right and owner
ship of the United States * • • which shall have exclusiv~ control 
and jurisdiction over the same." 

This act was approv€d July 10, 1890. Would the Federal Govern
ment thus anxiously .and carefully expressly stipulate for the rete!l
tion by it of the Yellowstone National Park area if it then had in 
contemplation the later asserted claim that in spite of the stat~hood 
granted to Wyoming, tbe National Government remained the owner 
of more than half of the lands within the limits of the new State? 
Unquestionably, up to that time, there had been asserted no claim 
or hold by the Federal Government upon any of Wyoming's lands 
other than the Yellowstone National Park, except such claim or hold 
as it had upon the original 13 States and all the other States sub
sequently admitted into the Union alike. 

Now, did it have any such right, or had it ever made any such 
claim as against the original thirteen States, or any States of the Union 
other than the eleven States now known as the public-land States? 

On the contrary, we find that at the close of the· Revolutionary 
War the Federal Government found it necessary to, and did, ask and 
obtain the cession to it by Virginia of certain lands known as the 
:Northwest Territory in order that it might by the sale of those lands 
raise money to pay the debts of the Federal Government incurred by 
the war. This was assented to by what is known as the ordinance of 
1787, and prior to the adoption of the Constitution. We fru'iher find 
that in the treaty of peace and the cession by King George III of all 
the lands and rights which Great Britain ever bad within the limits 
of the present United States the precise language of the cession grants 
the lands not to the United States Government but to .. the people of 
the thirteen Colonies." 

We further find that when, subsequently, the making of the Con
stitution was begun, all power and all property was in the States
that is to say, in the hands of the people--and it was the wea.I..-ness and 
poverty of the Federal Government that made a Constitution necessary 
for the establishment of the Government. Hence the language of the 
Introduction: .. We, the people of the United States, in order to form a 
more perfect Union • • • do ordain and establish this Constitu
tion for the United States of America • • •" was followed by 
the grant from the people to the Federal Government of certain well
defined powers. It is impossible to read the debates in the Constitu
tional Convention, the 85 papers written by Alexander Hamilton, 
James Madison, and John Jay, grouped under the collective title, "The 
Federalist or the New Constitution," written and circulated while the 
adoption of the Constitution was pending before the various State 
legislatures for ratification, and the early decisions of the United 
States Supreme Court under John Marshall, without reaching the con
clusion that all sovereignty and power and dominion over the soil was 
solely in the citizenry of those thirteen original State governments with 
which Wyoming was by the enabling act placed upon the same footing, 
and the citizenry only parted with so much of that sovereignty and 
power as would enable their common Federal Government, their 
creature and their agent, to function with sufficient force to provide 
for the defense and for the general welfare of the Nation. All other 
powers were retained in the hands of the people. It Is true that in 
c:ection 3 of Article IV this language is found : 

"The Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all needful 
rules and regulations re pecting the property or territory belonging 
to the United States." 

But that clearly refers to the lands in said Northwest Territory, 
wblch were ceded to the Federal Government for the express purpose 

that it might make "primary disposal of the soil" and give title to 
the purchasers. And the same section closes with this language: 

"And nothing in this Constitution shall be so construed as to 
prejudice any· claims of the United States or any particular State." 

And if any doUbt remained on this point, it was removed by the 
tenth amendment to the Constitution; adopted with the nine preceding 
amendments as the bill of rights of the people of the United States, 
which reads as follows : 

"The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, 
nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the State , respec
tively, or to the people." 

Let me repeat: The only power ever given to the United Stutes in 
Congress assembled for the "primary disposal of the soil" is found in 
the Ordinance of 1787, and that was prior to the adoption of the Consti
tution. As to all other soil not pUl'chased outright for its own pur
poses under Article I, section 8, No. 17, of the Constitution-that is to 
say, as to all the lands acquired by treaty or cession from Great 
Britain, Spain, France, and Mexico (all of which contributed to Wyo
ming's acreage of land)-our Federal Government has ever been, and 
can never be other than a mere trustee to receive the conveyances 
and hold the Territory until the inhabitants thereof gained its admis
sion to statehood. It was then the plain duty of the Federal Gov
ernment as trustee--even as a guardian when his minor ward becomes 
of age-to surrender the trust and turn over the property. In Wyo
ming's case this occurred in 1890, and it was then and there entitled 
to be placed, as expressly agreed in the enabling act, "on equal foot
ing in all respects " with the original States. For as early as 1845 it 
had been decided., in the case of Pollard v. Hagen (3 How. 212, 220) : 

"We think a proper examination of this subject will show that the 
United States never held any municipal sovereignty, jurisdictiOll, or 
right of soil in and to the territory of which Alabama or any of the 
new States were formed, except for temporary purposes and to execute 
the trusts created by the acts of the Virginia· and Georgia Legislatures 
and the deeds of cession executed by them to the United States and the 
trust created by the treaty with the French Republic of the 30th ot 
April, 1803, ceding Louisiana. • • • 

"Whenever the United Stutes shall have fully executed these trusts 
the municipa1 so.vereignty of the new States wi1l be complete through
out their respective boundaries, and they and the original States will 
be upon an equal footing in all respects whatever. We, therefore, think 
the United States hold the public lands within the new States by force 
of the deeds of cession and the statutes connected with them, and not 
by any municipal sovereignty which it may be supposed tbey possess or 
have reserved by compact with the new States for that particular pur
pose. The provision of the Constitution above referred to shows that 
no such power can be exercised by the United States within a State.'' 

In 14 Peters 30, In the case of the United States v. Gratiot, the case 
was stated by Thomas Benton for the defendant, as follows: 

"The position has been assumed by the Attorney General that the 
United States may enter into the broad business of leasing the public 
lands and, by consequence, that the President may have as ma~y 
tenants on the public lands of the United States as he shall desire; 
that be may lease in perpetuity and have those tenants to the extent 
o.f time. Such a power is solemnly protested against. No authority in 
the cession of the public lauds to the United States is given but to 
dispo e of them and to make rules and · regulations respecting the 
preparation . of them for sale ; for their preservation and their sale. 
As to the power to lease which is claimed for the United States, what 
would the States have said, when the cession of these lands was made 
and accepted, if it bad been declared that the President could lease 
the lands, and that 60 years afterwards this court would be engaged 
in enforcing a lease given by the United States of part of the lands 
then to be ceded? Would the lands have been granted if Congress were 
to have the power to establish a tenantry to the United States upon 
them? The State-rights principles would have resisted tbis; no lands 
would have been ceded. 

" The clause in the Constitution of the United States, relative to 
the public lands, will govern this question ; and the deeds of cession 
go with the provisions of the Constitution. The lands are 'to be 
disposed of' by Cong1·ess, not ' held by the United States.' No 
question can be raised on the construction of the provision of the 
Constitution relative to the public lauds. The Constitution gives the 
power o.f disposal, and disposal is not letting or leasing. The power 
to make rules 'and regulations applies to the power to dispose of the 
lands. The rules are to can-y the disposal into effect, to protect 
them, to explore them, to survey them. Congress has always treated 
the public lands on these principles." 

That case hinged only upon the power of the President to lease 
certain lead mines in Illinois prior to the organization and admission 
of Illinois as a State, and involved only the payment of the bond 
given for the faithful performance of the lease contract. But the 
principles laid down by Mr. Benton are entirely applicable to our case. 

Henry Clay said in the Senate in 1832: 
"The General Government is a mere trustee holding the domain in 

virtue of those deeds, according to the terms and conditions which 

/ 
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they expressly describe, and lt Ia bound to execute the trust accord
Ingly." 

In 1825, Daniel Webster said: 
" I could never think the national domain is to be regarded as 

any great source of revenue. The great object of the Government. 
with respect to these lands is not so much the money derived from 
their sale as it is the getting them settled." 

In 1830, Hayne stated: 
"If in the deeds of cession it has been declared that the grants 

were intended for • the common benefit of all the States,' it is clear 
from other provisions that they were not intended merely as so much 
property, for ·they expressly decla.red that the objects of the grant is 
the erection of new States; and the United States, in accepting this 
trust, bind themselves to facilitate the formation of these States to be 
admitted into the Union with all the rights and privileges of the 
ot·iginal States. This, sir, was the great end to which all parties 
looked, and it is by the fulfillment of the high trust that the common 
benefit of all the States is to be best promoted. 

" In short, our whole policy with relati<>n to the public lands may be 
summed up in the declaration with which I set out-that they ought 
not to be kept and retained forever as a great treasure, but that they 
should be administered chiefly with a view to the creation within 
reasonable periods of great and flourishing communities, to be formed 
into free and independent States, to be invested in due season with 
the control of ali the lands within their respective limits." 

This for at least half a century had been and was the settled law 
and the established doctrine as to the public domain within .the United 
States and Territories. 

Then came the Government camel seeking shelter from a sand storm, 
and s()ugbt permission to intrude its nose only into the tent of the 
Arab, the unsuspecting "people of these United States," whom 50 years 
of peace and prospel'ity had already caused to forget that "eternal 
vigilance" is the price of safety. 

In the case of Wilcox v. McConnell (13 Pet. 498), in which a settler 
. sought to preempt, in 1836, the ground on which the United States 
military post of Fort Dearborn, Chicago, bad stood since 180.(, it was 
held that-

" Congress are invested by the Constitution with the power of dis-
posing of the public land." . 
and this holding was based solely on section 3 of Article IV, which, 
as we have already seen, clearly and exclusively refers to that North
west Territory which was ceded to the Government for the express 
purpose of enabling it to sell and give title to the land. And even here 
it is only declared that Congress is invested with the power of " difl
posing of the public land." There is no intimation that it is the owner 
of the land and may perpetually hold and lease the same; but this first 
decision, so often referred to, which was absolutely right in itself, be
cause the occupancy of that land for military purposes for the protec
tion of the people during a period of Indian warfare from 1804 to 
1839 had clearly brought this case within the provision of that other 
clause of the Constitution already referred to in this paper, viz, Article 
I, section 8, clause 17, which provides: 

"The Congress shall have power • • • to exercise exclusive 
legislatio·n, in all cases whatever, over • • • all places purchased 
by the consent of the legislature of the State in which the same shall 
be, for the erection of forts, etc."-
has ever since been cited as the basis for further gradual Federal en
croachment on the rights of the States in this regard. The next step 
was the case of United States against Gratiot, decided in 1840, from 
which we have illready quoted the statement made by Thomas Benton. 
This case, like the previous one just mentioned, involved lands in the 
" Nol'thwest Territory " and has no weight as authority in cases of lands 
not ceded to the Government with the express purpose to enable it to 
make sale thereof and give title thereto. This vital distinction must 
be observed in considering the subsequent acts of Congress and the 
court decisions thereon. 

In the case of United States v. Hughes (11 How. 568), decided in 
1850, the court said : 

"In this country 'the lands of the United States' lying within the 
States are held and are subject to be sold (under the ·authority of Con
gress) as lands may be held and sold by individual owners or by 
ordinary corporations; • • • By the Constitution, Congress is 
vested with power to dispose of the ' public lands ' and to make all 
needful rules and regulations respecting them." 

Thus, within the space of eight lines of the same decision, the lan
guage changes from "the lands of the United States " to "public 
lands." Again, it must be observed that the sole "lands of the United 
l:ltates " were and are the " Northwest Territory " and the lands 
acquired from time to time for " public purposes by purchase from the 
States." 

Yet in the case of Irvine v. Marshall (20 How. 558), decided in 1857, 
the syllabus states: 

" The United States, being the owner of the public lands within the 
States and Territories, have the t·ight to signify to whom, .in what mode, 
IUld by what title they shall be conveyed." 

But the language of the court In the decision itself is this: 
" It can not be denied that all the lands in the •.rerritories, not 

appropriated by competent authority before they were acquired, are 
in the first instance the exclusive property of the United States, to be 
disposed of to such persons, at such times, and in such modes, and by 
such titles as the Government may deem most advantageous to the 
public" • • • 
thus limiting this decision to lands in the Territories and not includ
ing lands in the States. 

The next case in line is that of United States 11. Schurz (102 U. S. 
395), decided in 1880, in which the court said: 

" The Constitution of the United States declares that Congress shall 
have power to dispose of, and make all needful rules and regulation~ 
respecting, the territory and other property belonging to the United 
States. Under this provision the sale of the public lands was placed 
by statute under the control of the Secretary of the Interior. To nid 
him in the pt".rformance of this duty, a bureau was created 
with many subordinates. To them as a special tribunal Congress con
fided the execution of the laws which regulate the surveying, the sell
ing, and the general care of this land." 

Thus, not content with arrogating to themselves a power which 
was expressly withheld !rom them by the people by the express terms 
of the Constitution, Congress now undertook to delegate such un
constitutional authority to a created "bureau • • with many 
subordinates." Permit me here, in passing, to cite, out of tul'n, a 
comparatively r ecent case which exemplifies the nature and the r esult 
of such work by a created " bureau • • with many subol·cli
nates." It is the case of United States v. 1\Iidwest Oil Co. (35 Sup. 
Ct. Rep. 309), decided in October, 1914, and of considerable local 
interest to us, in which a dissenting opinion was rendered by Mr. 
J"ustice Day, with whom concurred Mr. J"ustice McKenna and Mr. 
;Justice Van Devanter, formerly of Wyoming. In this dissenting 
opinion they say : 

" In our opinion the action of the executive department in this 
case, originating in the expressed view of a subordinate official of the 
Interior DE>partment, as to the desirability of a different systE>m of 
public-land disposal than that contained in the lawful cna<:tments of 
Congress, did not justify the President in withdrawing this large body 
of land (3,000,000 acres in Wyoming and Califomia) from the opera
tion of the law (placer mining law) and virtually suspending, as h.c 
necessarily did, the operation of that law • • • This conclusion 
is reinforced in this particular instance by the refusal of Congre~s to 
ratify the action of the President and the enactment of a new statute 
authorizing the disposition of the public lands by a method essentially 
different from that approved by the Executive." 

Returning from this digression, permit me to call your attention to 
a small portion of the testimony recently taken in the hearings before 
the Committee on Public Lands and Sul'veys, United States Senate, on 
S. 2584, entitled "A bill to promote the development, protection, and 
utilization of grazing facilities on public lands, to stabilize the range 
stock-raising industry, and for othet· purposes." I think it will effec
tually dispose of the often-heard claim that from 1830 on the Gov-

l ernment ownersWp of these lands was the accepted and settled doc
trine. 

" Senator ODDIE. Now, • • • Mr. Chairman, may I be permit ted 
to ask Mr. Chapman a question? Going back to the original theory 
of the r elation between the Federal Go>ernment and the Westt>rn 
States as to the unappropriated public lands, do you understand that 
the original theory was that the Federal Government would hold these 
lands in trust for the various States until the R<:'volutionary War debts 
were extinguished? 

"Mr. CHAP?.U~. If that was the Ol'iginal theory, it certainly was 
changed in 1830, when the question came up and was settled. Whether 
they ever decided one way or the other before that I do not know, but 
from that time on the theory was that these public lands should be 
held in trust for the Nation. 

"Senator ODDIE. Is it not a fact that about the time when the war 
debt was canceled that a surplus existed in the Tr~asury, and that the 
Government loaned that money out to a great number of the Eastern 
and Middle We-tern States without interest, and which loans have 
never been repaid? I think about $28,000,000 of money was loaned 
out in this way. 

"Mr. CHAPMAN. I would not say as to that. 
"The CHAIRMA~. Yes; I think approximately $30,000,000, and that 

was the proceeds from the sale of public lands. 
" Senator ODDIE. Yes. 
"The CHaiRMA~. And that money has never been returned to the 

Treasurer • • • and no interest bas been paid, although the subsidy 
was granted t<> the States, with the provision that it was returnable 
to the Treasury, and, I think, with interest. • * * 

"And President Buchanan vetoed the bill providing for the ceding of 
the public lands to the several States, • and in vetoing it 
said that wblle he was in sympathy with the measure that he doubted 
the advisability of • ceding them to the several Stntes entirely 
beyond the control of the Federal Goi'ernment, l.mt that it was con-
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templated that the Federnl G<lvernment should adQJ.1n1ster these lands 
for the benefit of the several States i and, just as stated by .A.brah:nm 
Lincoln at the time of the passing of the • • * homestead law, 
that the Federal Government was the trustee and should administer 
the public lands for the benefit of the several States wherein they lay. 
And that policy has been pursued until we come to the time of the 
withdrawal and the creation of the forest areas or withdrawn areas 
1n the public-land States. 

"Senator ODDIE. Now, Mr. Chairman, right at this point I think it 
would be interesting for me to read from a report made by the United 
States Senate Public Lands Committee 1n 1832: 

" ' Our pledge would not be redeemed by merely dividing the surfaee 
into States and giving them names. 

" ' The public debt being now paid, the public lands are entirely 
released from the pledge they were under to that object and are free 
to receive a ne'v and liberal destination for the relief of the States in 
which they lie. 

" ' Nearly 100,000,000 acres of the land now _in the market are the 
r cfu e of sales and donations through a long series of years, and are 
of little actual value and only fit to be given to settlers Or• abandoned 
in the States in which they lle. 

" ' The speedy extinction of the Federal title within their limits is 
neces ·at'Y to the independence of the new States, to their equality with 
the elder States, to the development of their resources, to the sub
jection of their soil to taxation. cultivation, and settlement, and to 
the proper enjoyment of their jurisdiction and sovereignty. 

"'The ramified machinery of the Land Office Department • 
extends the patronage and authority of the General Government into 
the heart and corners of the new Sta.tes and subjects their policy to 
the danger of a foreign and powerful infiuence.' 

"Mr. CHAPMA)f. • • • Regarding the specific question of estab
lishing grazing as one of the purposes of the national forests, we are 
against any legislation that would further that conception, because 
we do not believe grazing is one of the fundamental purposes of the 
national forests. It is thereby toleroance as a secondary use, and we 
want to keep it where it beiongs.' 

" Senator MEANs. You ~e entitled to your view, but do not add 
• where it belongs,' because, as to the theory of where it belongs, 
the people of the West, through the administration bureaus, are die
satisfied with governmental activities, and they would rather trust 
to Congress than to trust to regulation by bureau or administration 
by an officer who does nof understand the conditions and the develop
ment of these States ; and the development of those States is more 
important than anything else, because as the States develop the pros
perity is reflected to the rest of the Nation. That is more important 
than anything else." 

(NO'l'E.-It should perhaps be mentioned here that Wyoming, as 
well as Washington, is omitted from the said Stanfield bill, S. 2584, 
for the reasons stated by Mr. Bowden, counsel for the subcommittee 
holding the hearing, as follows : " The St~te of Wyoming also was 
left out of this bill. There are in the State of Wyoming large tracts 
of unreserved and unappropriated public lands. The subcommittee had 
hearings in Wyoming, and I can not recall a single witness who testi
fied in favor of establishing control of grazing on those unreserved and 
unappropriated public lands. There was a unanimous expression of 
opposition to any form of control, and, as thi"l bill was based on the 
principle of local~ption lines, it was thought advisable to leave Wyo
ming out. Furthermore, this bill provides for the repeal of the 640-
acre stock raising homestead act as to lands placed in grazing dis
tricts provided for in this bill. Witnesses appearing before the sub
committee in Wyoming testified that in their judgment a great deal 
more leased land in the ~tate of Wyoming would be appropriated under 
the 640-acre stock raising homestead act. The land situated in Wyoming 
wa11 not such that you could stabilize it on a grazing basis. Accord
ingly, the State of Wyoming was left out of the bill" But the omis
sion is only from Title II, which deals with unappropriated, unreserved 
public lands. In Title III, relating to national forests, Wyoming and 
Washington are included with the other nine Western States.) 

That the foregoing testimony and comments in the committee hear
ing refiect the actual. facts of history, and the true established relations 
between the Federal Government and the States, is the essence of the 
protest of the West. If further confirmation were needed, it is found 
in abundance in the case of Scott v. Sandford {60 U. S. Sup. Ct. 
Rep. 393), decided in December, 1856--a quarter of a century after 
the time--1830-when, as Mr. Chapman asserted above in his testi
mony : "From that time on the theory was that these public lands 
should be held in trust for the Nation." 

In the opinion of the court in that case Chief Justice Taney said 
of the " peculiar character of the Government of the United States," 
then 60 years under way : 

"Certain specified powers, enumerated in the Constitution, have been 
conferred upon it; and neither tke legislative, executive, nor judicial 
departments of the Government can- lawfully e±ercise any authority 
beyond the limits marked out by the Constitution. 

" It will be remembered that, from the commencement of the 
Revolutionary War, serious . difficulties existed between the "States in 

relation to the disposition of large and unsettled territories which 
were included in the chartered limits or some of. the States. 

" It was the disturbing ele.mept for the time, and fears were enter
tained that it might dissolve the confederation by which the States were 
then united. These fears and dangers were, however, at once r emoved, 
when the State of Virginia, in 1784, voluntarily ceded to the United 
States the immense tract of country lying northwest of the river Ohio 
and which was within the acknowledged limits of that State. Th~ 
only object of the State in making the cession was to ptit an end to 
the threatening and exciting controversy, and to enable the CongreNs 
of that time to dispose of tho land , and appropriate the proceeds as a 
common fund for the common benefit of the States • • •. The 
example of Virginia was soon aftE>rwards followed by other States 
• • •. The main object for which these cessions were desired and 
made, was on account of their mom~y value, and to put an end to a 
dangerous controversy, as to who was justly entitled to the proceeds 
when the lands should be sold. It is necessary to bring this part of 
the history of these cessions thus distinctly into view, because it will 
enable us the better to comprehend the phraseology of the article in 
the Constitution {Art. IV, sec. 3) so often referred to in the argument. 

"At that time there was no Government of the United States in exist
ence with enumerated and limited powers; what was then eal!Pd the 
United States were 13 separate, overeign, independent States • • 
and the Congress of the United States was composed of thE' r epre
sen1atlves of these separate sovereignties. • • The t erritory 
belonged to sovereignties. • It was by n Congress repre ent
ing the authority of these several and separate sovereignties • • 
that the instrument usually called the ordinance of 1787 was adopted. 

"This was the state of things when the present Constitution of the 
United States was formed. • * It was obvious that some provi· 
sion was necessary to give the new Government sufficient power to 
enable it to carry into effect the objects for which the territory was 
ceded. • • • It was necessary that the lands should be sold to pay 
the war debt. • • • And, moreover, there were ma.ny articles of 
value besides the property in land, such as arms, military stores, ships, 
etc., which were the common property of the States; and it was to 
place these things under the guardianship and protection of the new 
Gcrvernment, and to clothe it with the necessary powers, that the clause 
was inserted in the Constitution which gives Congress the power • to 
dispose of and make all needful rules and regulations respecting the 
territory or other property belonging to the United States.' • • • 
It applied only to the property which the States held in common at that 
time and bas no reference whatever to any territory or other property 
which the new sovereignty might afterwards itself acquire. • • • 
The concluding words of this clause appear to rendel' this construc
tion irresistible, for, after the provisions we have mentioned, _it pro-
ceeds to say ' that nothing in the Constitution shall be so construed as 
to prejudice any claims of the United States, or of any particular 
State.' 

" This view of the subject is confirmed by the manner in which the 
present Government of the United States dealt with the subject as soon 
as it came into existence. • • The new Government took the 
territory as it found it and in the condition in which it was trans
ferred, and did not attempt to undo anything that had been done 
• • • which no doubt the States anticipated when they surrendered 
their power to the new Government. • * They h~ve no connec
tion with the general powers and rights of sovereignty delegated to the 
new Government, and can neither enlarge nor diminish them * * 
and can not by any just rule of interpretation be extended to terri
tory which the new Government might afterwards obtain from a foreign 
nation. 

" This brings us to examine by what provision of the Constitution 
the present Federal Government ·under its delegated and restricted 
powers, is authorized to acquire territory outside of the original limits 
of the United States, and what powers it may exercise therein over the 
person or property of a citizen of the United States, while it remains 
a Territory and until it shall be admitted as one of the States of the 
Union • • and if a new State is admitted, it needs no further 
legislation by Congress, because the Constitution itself defines the rela
tive rights and powers and duties of the State, and the citizens of the 
State, and the Federal Government. • * • Whatever it acquires 
It acquires for the benefit of the people of the several States who 
created it. It is their trustee acting for them • • and when 
the Territory becomes a part of the United States, the Federal Govern
ment enters into possession in the character impressed upon it by those 
who created it." 

Mr. Justice Campbell in his filed concurring. opinion said: 
"These sovereign and independent States, being united as a confed

eration, by various public acts of cession, became jointly interested in 
territory, and concerned to dispose of and make all needful rules and 
regulations respecting it. It is a conclusion not open to discussion in 
this court 'that there was no Territory within the original United 
States, that was claimed by them in any other right than that of some 
of the Confederate States.' (Harcourt v. Gaillord, 12 Wh. 523.) 'The 
question whether the vacant lands within the United States,' says Chief 
Justice Marshall, 'became joint property, or belonged to the separate 
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States, was a momentous question which threatened to shake the Ameri
can Confederacy to its foundations. This important nnd dangerous 
question bas been compromised, and the compromise is not now to. be 
contested.' Neither in the deeds of cession of the States, nor in this 
compact, was n. sovereign power for Congress to govern the Territories 
asserted. Congress retained power by this act, ' to dispose of and to 
make rules and regulations respecting the public domain.' * • * 

" I look in vain among the discUBsions of the time, for the assertion 
of a supreme sovereignty for Congress for the Territory then belonging 
to the 'United States, or that they might therenfter acquire. I seek in 
vain for an annunciation that a consolidated power had been inaugu
rated, whose subject compre)lended an empire, and which had no 
restriction but the discretion of Congress. This disturbing element of 
the Union entirely escaped the apprehensive previsions of Samuel 
Adams, George Clinton, Luther Martin, and Patrick Henry; and, ln 
respect to dangers from power vested in a central government o.ver. 
distant settlements, colonies, or Provinces, their Instincts were always 
:JJive. 

"Not a word escaped them to warn their countrymen that here was a 
power to threaten the landmarks of this federative Unlon and with them 
the safeguards of popular and constitutional liberty; or that under this 
article there might be introducPd on our soil a single government over 
a vast extent of country-a government foreign to the persons over 
whom it might be exercised and capable of binding those not represented 
by statutes in all cases whatever. I find nothing to authorize these 
enormous pretensions, nothing in the expositions of the friends of the 
Constitution, nothing in the expressions of alarm by its opponents
expressions which have since been developed as prophecies. Every por
tion of the United States was then provided with a municipal govern
ment, which this Constitution was not designed to supersede, but merely 
to modify as to its conditions. 

"The compacts of cession by North carolina and Georgia are subse-
quent to the Constitution. They adopt the ordinance of 1787. • • 

"The refusal of a power to Congrt-ss to legislate in one place seems 
to justify the seizure of the same power when anoth('r place for its 
exercise is found. This proceeds from a radical error, which lies at the 
foundation of much of this discussion. It is that the Federal Govern
ment may lawfully do whatever is not dlrect1y prohibited by the Con
stitution. This would have been a fundamental error, even if no 
amendments to the Constitution had been made. But the final expres
sion of the will of the people of the States in the tenth amendment 
Is that the powers of the Federal Government are limited to the grants 
of the Constitution. • * • 

"These constitutions (of the territory within the original limits of 
the United States) were framed by the concurrence of the States making 
the cessions and Congress and were tendered to immigrants who might 
be attracted to the vacant territory. The legislative powers of the 
officers of this Government were limited to the selection of laws from 
the Statt-s, and provision was made for the introduction of popular insti
tutions and their emancipation from Fedt-ral control whenever a suitable 
opportunity occurre-d (statehood being the outside limit of time for this 
to l.Je done). 

"The Constitution permits Congress to dispose or and to make all 
needful rules and regulations respecting the Territory or other property 
belonging to the United States. • Could it have been the pur
pose of Washington and his illustrious associates, by the use of am
biguous, equivocal, and expansive words, such as 'rules.' 'regulations,' 
'territory,' to reestabli b in the Constitution of their country that fort 
which had been prostrated amid the toils and with the sufferings and 
snrrHices of seven years of war? 

"Are these words to be understood • • as George III would 
have understood them, or are we to look for the interpretation to 
Patrick Henry or Samuel Adams, to Jefferson, and Jay, and Dickinson; 
to the li!age Franklin, or to Hamilton, who from his early manhood was 
engagf'd in combating British constructions of such words? We h"llow 
that the resolution of Congre:s of 1780 contemplated that the new 
States to be formed under their recommendation were to have the same 
rights of sovereignty, freedom, and independence as the olu. That 
every resolution, cession, compact, and ordinance of the States, ob
serYed the same liberal principle. That the Union of the Constitution 
is a Union formed of equal States; and that new States, when admitted, 
were to enter ' this Union ' ~· • Had another union bE:>en proposed 
in ' any pointed manner ' it would have encountered not only ' strong' 
but successful opposition. The disunion between Great Britain and her 
coloniE's originaW in the antipathy of the latter to 'rulE:'s and rE:>gula
ti(lDS ' made by a remote power respecting their internal policy. In 
forming the Constitution this fact was ever present in the minds of its 
author . The people were assured by their most trusted statesmen 
'that the jurisdiction of the Federal Government is limited to certain 
enumerated objeets, which concern all members of the Republic,' and 
' that the local or municipal authorities form distinct portions of 
supremacy, no more subject within their respective spheres to the general 
authority than the general authority is subject to them within its own 
sphere.' Still this did not content them. Under the lend of Hancock 
and Samuel Adams, of ratrick Henry and George Mason, they demanded 
an explicit declaration that no more power was to be exercised than 

they had delegated. And the nlntb and tenth amendments to the Con
stitution were designed to include the reserved rights of the States and 
the people, with all the sanctions of that instrumE-nt, and to bind tbe 
authorities, State and Federal, by the judicial oath it prescribes, to theh· 
recognition and observance. Is it probable, therefore, that the suprt-me 
and irresponsible power, which is now claimed for Congress oyer bound
less territories, the use of which can not fail to react upon the political 
system of the States, to its subversion, was eYer within the contem
plation of the statesmen who conducted the couns Is of the people in 
the formation of this Constitution? 

"The courts have said 'that Congress can not exercise municipal 
jurisdiction, sovereignty, or eminent domain within the limits of a 
State or elsewhere, beyond what has been delegated.' • but a 
constitutional prohibition is not requisite to ascertain a limitation upon 
the authority of the several dt-partm€'nts of the Federal GovNnmt-nt. 
* • • We have seen, Congress does not dispose of or make 1·ules and 
regulations respecting domain belonging to themselves but belonging to 
the United States. These conferred on tlleir mandatot·y, Congress, au
thority t<l dispose of the territory which belong to them in common; and 
to accomplish that object beneficially and effectually they gave an au
thority to make suitable rules and regulations respecting it. WbE:>n the 
powet• of disposition (of it) is fulfilled, the authority to make rules and 
regulations terminates, for it attaches only upon tenitory ' belonging to 
the United States.' 

"And this principle follows from the structure of the respective gov
ernments, State and Federal, and their reciprocal relations. They are 
definite agents and trustees of the people of the several States • • • 
they are, respectively, the depositories of such powers of legislation 
as the people are willing to surrender, and their duty is to coopemte 
with the several jurisdictions to maintain the rights of the same citi
zens under both governments unimpaired. • • • The distinguish
ing features of their system consist of the exclusion of the Federal 
Government from the local and internal concerns of and in the estab
lishment of an independent internal government within the States." 

These decisions bring us up to the time of Wyoming's admission as a. 
State, and to the final question-

WHAT HAPPE~"'ED IN THE CAS!il 0.' WYOMING 

This: On March 3, 1891, after eight months of statehood "on an 
equal footing with the original States in all respects whatever," and 
not having within Its borders any part of the lands included in said 
Northwest Territory, or any part of any other lands "belonging to the 
United States," save and excepting only the Yellowstone ~ational Park, 
Wyoming found itself confronted with an act of Congress for the 
" creation of national forests,'' section 24 of which act reads as follows : 

" That the President of the United States may from time to time 
set apart and reserve, in any State or Territory having public land 
bearing forests, in any pat·t of the public lands wholly or in part 
covered with timber or undergrowth, whether of commercial value or 
not, as public reservations, and the President shall, by public proclama
tion, declare the establishment of such re ervations and the limits 
thereof ... 

This was followed by the act of June 4, 1897, in which it is 
provided: 

" • • • To remove any doubt which may exist pE:>rtaining to the 
authority of the President thereunto (in -regard to the national for
ests), the President of the United States is herel.ty authorized and 
empowered to revoke, modify, or su pend any and all such ExecutiYe 
orders and proclamations, or any part thereof, from time to time, as 
he shall deem best for the public interests. • • • · 

"The President is hereby authorized at any time to modify any 
Executive order that has been made or may hereafter be made estab
lishing any forest reserve and by any such modification reduce the area 
or cba.nge the boundary lines of such reserve, or may vacate altogether 
any order creating such reserve.'' 

This was followed, on March 4, 1907, by an act of CongrE>ss, in which 
it was provided : 

" Hereafter no forest reserre shall be created, nor shall any addi
tions be made to one heretofore created witbin the limits of the States 
of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Montana, Colorado, or Wyoming, except 
by act of Congress." 

Thus, having unconstltu tionally voted to the President an uncon
stitutional power, Congress now takes from the President that power 
and unconstitutionally arrogates it unto itself. 

Well, indeed, might Lord Bryce point out, as be did in his 2 American 
Commonwealth, 711: 

" Congress has been the branch of government with the largest facili
ties for usurping the powers of the other branches, and probably with 
the most disposition to do so. Congress has constantly tded to encroach 
both on the Execnti\e and on the States, sometimes like a wild bull, 
driven into a corral. dashing it elf against the imprisoning walls of 
the Constitution.'' . 

If the stately minister from the Court of St. James finds the fot·e
going language essential to a proper criticism, certainly we of Wyoming 
may well be pardoned lf we yield to the temptation to indulge, to tbe 
extent ot our ability, "in thoughts that breathe and words that burn." 
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But we speak In sorrow, rather than in anger, not so much inveigh

ing against wrongs we have su1fered, as urging the undoing of the 
wrongs. . 

All the e>Us of which we complain and ngablst which we protest 
hnd their inception in the foregoing enactments. Instead of fulfilling 
the object of those trusts created by the treaties, Constitution, cessions, 
and compacts, by transferring all remaining public lands to the respec
tive States, it has since been voted by the agents of the people, in 
Congress assembled, to permanently reserve and forever bar from set
tlement lands aggregating 250,000,000 acres, 97 per cent of which 8.1"6 

in Wyoming and the other 10 public-land States; and the Secretary of 
the Interior is now recommending, and there is now pending a bill 
for the permanent withbolding and placing under a rental and fee 
system 200,000,000 acres more, abolishing the free range, and to 
repeal or make inapplicable the 640-acre stock-raising homestead law, 
which puts before the 11 public-land Stutes the question "whether, 
not only the areas heretofore reserved, but a total of 450,000,000 acres 
of the present area of these 11 public-land States, is never to be set
tled, never to pass to private ownership or to be made taxable, but is 
to forever remain under the Federal Government as a. perpetual land
lord." 

And what is Wyoming's peculiar share in this monstrous proposi
tion? By the kindness· of your Secretary I am able to here state, 
according to estimates on tlle in the Department of Commerce, Bureau 
of the Census, Washington, "the total value of exempt property (real) 
and improvements in Wyoming for 1922, distributed as follows: 

State property-------------------------~------- $2, 271, 500 
County and municipal property________________ 7, 685,328 
Federal property ------------------------------ 299, 830, 670 
School property ---------------------------- 5, 321, 122 Churches and parsonages_ __ :________________ 2, 786, 642 
Private charitable institutions_________________ 310, 000 
Cemeteries-------------------------------------- 429, 628 
All other private (Young Men's Christian Association, 

Ralvation Army, etc.>---------------------------- 223,562 
Indian reservationS--------------------------------- S, 275, 188 
Irrigation projects, other than Federal ; irrigation dis-

tricts ---------------------------------------- 1, 441, 312 
Carey Act (irrigation)----------------------- 2, 434, 791 

Total--------------------------------326, 529,743 
" Estimates of wealth are compiled by thls bureau every 10 years 

as part of the decennial census of wealth, private debt, and taxation, 
and tbe next estimates will relate to the year 1932." 

This means that our sovereign State of Wyoming is limited to the 
taxation of real property and improvements aggregating $263,216,000, 
as against property forever untaxable amounting to $326,530,000, the 
ratio of exempt to taxed property being 124.5 per cent, twice that 
of the next highest State. 

And the last issue of the Inland Oil Index, on January 14, 1927, 
contains the following: 

u MOB'S WITHDRAWALS FROM WASHINGTON 

"Associated Press dispatches under date of January 10 state that 
the Department ot the Interior, in Washington, during the last year 
has withdrawn from private enterprise 56,993,778 acres of the public 
domain. These withdrawals include reserves for helium, potash, phos
phate, coal, and petroleum. The largest withdrawals in New Mexico 
were 13,354,000 acres, including 7,418,437 acres of potash. In Wy
-oming approximately 6,000,000 acres were withdrawn. If these with
drawals continue by the Federal Government at the rate they have 
been for the last several years, it will not be long until such States as 
Wyoming, Colorado, and other Commonwealths in the Rocky Mountain 
regions will not have any public domain left." 

This will add 6,000,000 acres of Wyoming's land to the tax-exempt 
Federal landlord domain within our borders to be withheld forever out 
of that which Wyoming's admission to statehood made_ absolutely our 
own. More than half of our acreage will be irrevocably gone. 

Is it possible that 37 sister States of the 11 public-land States will 
permit this condition to continue? To them we address this, our 
protest. 

Since this paper was written the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of January 
1.1, 1927, has brought us the text of your lone Congressman's address 
on that date to the other 434 Members of the House of Representa
tives on this subject. 

Permit me to append, as a fitting conclusion to tbis paper, the clos
ing paragraph of that address: 

" Let us eomplet(\ tbe American system of local government over 
local things. stop centralization in -Washington, eliminate bureau 
government, relieve the people generally of costly national machinery, 
perfect the sovereignty of the public-land States, so that in deed and 
in truth we will be on equal terms with the original and all the other 
Stutes. We ask no more than they have had. We ask the status of 
the States of a Union, not provinces of a central power. We ask 
equality and full sovereignty. We plead that the plan of the Ameriean 
Union be completed; that the process of building ' independent, sover
eign republican States ' be perfected ; and that thereby our citizens 
have equal rights, immunities, and advantages with the citizens of the 
other States." 

FARM RELIEII' 

The Senate, a·s in Committee of th~ Whole, resumed the con
sideration of the bill ( S. 4808) to establish a FederaL farm 
board to aid in the orderly marketing and in the control and 
disposition of the surplus of agricultural commodities. 

1\Ir. HOWELL. Mr. President, on yesterday certain dis
tinguished Senators from several of the Eastern States charged 
in connection with the pending agricultural relief bill that its 
effect is merely to afford special consideration to the fanners 
of the West and South at the expense of the remaining popula
tion of the country. If our urban population were not aLso to 
become bene:ficiaries of this proposed legislation-which they 
ultimately will-is there not ample precedent for special legis
lative favors to be found in connection with the manufactur
ing industry? The plight of the farmer is due to the develop
ment of cooperation of and within the industries and occupa
tions employing the populations in our urban centers. Such 
cooperation, which has been not infrequently aided by legisla
tion, has been for the purpose of the elimination of competi
tion to the end of assuring profits and satisfactory wages. 
Unfortunately. the farmer has generally developed in his behalf 
no corresponding offensive. -He is the victim of unrestricted 
competition, not only at home but also abroad, wherever simi
lar crops are produced. 

The United States Steel Corporation is among the outstand
ing examples of the result of urbanite cooperation aided by 
legislation for the elimination of competition and the insur
ance of profit. It is so orerto-wering in its proportions that 
every other steel enterprise in the country is compelled, be
cause of certain ruinous discrimination ' to which it would be 
subjected otherwise. to a_ssume the_ role of a 100 per cent -coop
erator w;ith · this giant. As a consequence, the United States 
Steel Corporation is the arbiter of prices of steel in this coun
try and is the beneficiary of such legislation as to enable it to 
thwart any outside compeUtiori, even though the Steel Cor
poration's prices should be so high that outside steel interests 
might ship in their productS, pay the tariff thereon fixed by 
Congress, and yet make .a profit. In short, through it~ own 
prowess it controls its competitors in the domestic market, 
while, by grace of Congress, it may invoke the power of the 
United States-through the President-for protection from for
eign competition, real or threatened. Thus, under the tariff 
law as now ensting, after formal complaint has been filed with 
the United States Tariff Commission, the .President may, in his 
disCretion, under a favorable report, increase the already ex
cessive tariff rates upon the products of the Steel Corpora
tion by 50 per cent, based upon the valuation of the products 
in the importing countl·y. If this is not high enough, the rates 
may be increased 50 per cent above the price of such products 
in this country. And if that is not sufficient, then the Presi
dent may terminate such threatened competition by excluding 
such products from the right of importation; and such decision 
is final, not being subject to review. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to insert in the REC
ORD section 315 (a) and (b) and section 316 (a), (b), (c), (d), 
and (e) of the tariff act of 1922. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The sections are as follows : 
SEC. 315 (a) That In order to regulate the foreign commerce of tbe 

United States and to put into force and effect the policy of the Co~
gress by this act intended, whenever the President, upon investiga
tion of the di1l'erences in costs of production of articles wholly or 
in part the growth or product of the United States and of like or 
similar articles wholly or in part the growth or product of competing 
foreign countries, shall find it thereby shown that the duties fixed in 
this act do not equalize the said differences in costs Qf production 
in the United States and the principal competing country he shall. 
by such in-.estlgation, ascertain said differences and determine and 
procla.im the changes In classifications or increases or decreases in 
any rate of duty provided in this act shown by said ascertained 
differences in such costs of production necessary to equalize the same. 
Thirty days after the date Qf such proclamation or proclamations 
such changes in classification shall take effect, and such increased or 
decreased duties shall be levied, collected, and paid on such articles 
when imported from any foreign country into the United States or 
into any of its possessions (except the Philippine Islands, the Virgin 
Islands, and the islands of Guam and Tutuila) : Pro'li-ided, That the 
total increase or decrease of such rates ot duty shall not exceed -50 
per cent ot the rates specified in Title I of this act, or in any amend
atory act. 

(b) That in order to regulate the foreign commerce o! the United 
States and to put into torce and effect the policy of the Congress by 
this act intended. whenever the President, upon investigation of the 
diJierences ~ costs of production of a.rtlcles provided for in Title I of 
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this act, wholly or In part the growth or product of the United States 
and of like or similar articles wholly or in part the growth or product 
of competing foreign countries, shall find it thereby shown that the 
duties prescribed in this act do not equalize said differences, and shall 
further find it thereby shown that the said differences in costs of pro
duction in the United States and the principal competing country can 
not be equalized by proceeding under the provisions of subclivision (a) 
of this section, he shall make such findings public, together with a 
description of the articles to which they apply, in such detail as may 
be necessary for the guidance of appraising officers. In such cases and 
upon the proclamation by the President becoming effective the ad 
valorem duty or duty based in whole or in part upon the value of the 
imported article in the country of exportation shall thereafter be based 
upon t he American selling pt·ice, as defined in subdivision (f) of sec-
tion 402 of this act, of any similar competitive article manufactured 
or produced in the United States embraced within the class or kind of 
imported articles upon which the President has made a proclamation 
under subdivision (b) of this section. 

The ad valorem rate or rates of duty based upon such American 
selling price shall be the rate found, upon said investigation by the 
Prcsillent, to be shown by the said differences in costs of production 
necessary to equalize such differences, but no such rate shall be de
creased more than 50 per cent of the rate specified in Title I ol this 
act upon such articles, nor shall any such rate be increased. Such 
rate or rates of duty shall become effective 15 days after the date 
of the said proclamation of the President, whereupon the duties so 
estimateu and provided shall be levied, collected, and paid on such 
articles when imported from any foreign country into the United 
States or into any of its possessions (except the Philippine Islands, 
the Yirgin Islands, and the islands of Guam and Tutuila). If there 
is any imported article within the class or kind of articles, upon which 
the President bas made public a finding, for which there is no similar 
competitive article manufactured or produced in the United States, the 
v!llue of such imported article shall be determined under the provisions 
of paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of subdivision (a) of section 402 of 
this act. 

SEc. 316. (a) That unfair methods of competition and unfair acts 
in the importation of articles into the United States, or in their sale 
by the owner, importer, consignee, or agent of either, the etrect or 
tendency of which is to destroy or substantially injure an industi·y, 
efficiently and economically operated, in the United States, or to pre
vent the establishment of such an industry, or to rpstra.ln or monopo
lize trade and commerce in the United States, are hereby declared 
unlawful and when found by the President to exist shall be dealt with, 
in addition to any other provisions of law, as hereinafter provided. 

(b) '£hat to assist the President in making any decisions under this 
section the United States Tarilr Commission is hereby authorized to 
investigate any alleged violation hereof on complaint under oath or 
upon its initiative. 

(c) That the commission shall make such investigation under and 
In accordance with such rules as it may promulgate and give such 
notice and afford such hearing, and when deemed proper by the com
mission such rehearing with opportunity to offer evidence, oral or 
written, as it ' may deem sufficient for a full presentation of the facts 
involved in such investigation; that the testimony in every such in
vestigation shall be reduced to writing, and a transcript thereof with 
the findings and recommendation of the commission shall be the official 
record of the proceedings and tlndings in the case, and in any case 
where the findings in such investigation show a violation of this section, 
a. copy of the findings shall be promptly mailed or delivered to the im
porter or consignee of such articles; that such findings, if supported by 
evidence, shall be conclusive, except that a rehearing may be granted 
by the commission, and except that, within such time after said findings 
are made and in such manner as appeals may be taken !rom decisions 
of the United States Board of General Appraisers, an appeal may be 
taken from saic;I findings upon a question or questions of law only to 
the United States Court of Customs Appeals by the importer or con
signee of such articles; that if it shall be shown to the satisfaction of 
said court that further evidence should be ta.ken, and that there were 
t·easonable ·grounds for the failure to adduce such evidence in the pro
ceedings before the commission, said court may order such additional 
evidence to be taken before the commission in such manner and upon 
such terms and conditions as to the court may seem proper; that the 
commission may modify its findings as to the facts or make new find
ings by reason of additional evidence, which, if supported by the evi
dence, shall be conclusive as to the facts except that within such time 
and in such manner an appeal may lie taken as aforesaid upon a ques
tion or questions or law only; that the judgment of said court shall be 
1inal, except that the same shall be subject to review by the United 
States Supreme Court upon certiorari applied for within three months 
after such judgment of the United States Court of Customs Appeals. 

(d) That the final findings of the commission shall be transmitted 
with the record to the President. 

(e) That whenever the existence of any such unfair method or act 
shall be established to the satisfa'ction of the President he shall deter
mine the rate of additional duty, not exceeding 50 nor less than 10 

per cent of the value of such articles as defined in section 40~ of Title 
IV of this act, which wlll otl'set such method or act, and which Is 
hereby imposed upon articles imported in violat.lou of this act, or, in 
what he shall be satisfied and find are extreme cases of unfair methods 
or acts as aforesaid, he shall direct that such articles as he shall deem 
the interests of the United States shall require, imported by any person 
violating the provisions of this act, shall be excluded from entry into · 
the United States, and upon information of such action by the Presi
dent, the Secretary of the Treasury shall, through the proper officers, 
assess such additional duties or refuse such entry; and that the deci
sion of the President shall be conclusive. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, these extraordinary advan
tages and powers are granted to the United States Steel Corpora
tion and other pig-iron producers for use, as is demonstrated by 
the facts set forth in a telegram which I received last evening 
from one of my constituents. It runs, in part, as follows: 

The antidumping law on steel products now involving the shipment 
of 20 shiploads of German steel through the New York harbor in
volves more special legislation and special favors to the steel indu ·try 
than is contemplated in the entire McNary-Haugen bill. 

It is a peculiar coincidence indeed, as the vote on the pend
ing agricultural bill is approaching, and Senators from manu
facturing centers are protesting against the special advantages 
which it i~ claimed the bill proposes for those engaged in agri
culture, that the steel corporation and other iron producers 
of the country are invoking the protection of the so-called anti
dumping section of the tariff law, as evidenced in the February 
lOth issue of the Daily Metal Trade (New York City) whkh 
carrie the information that 20 ships from Germany, contain
ing some 100,000 tons of pig iron, are being prevented from 
discharging their cargoes at the port of New York, pending an 
investigation by the Government-undoubtedly, due to the filing 
of complaints with the United States Tariff Commission. 

Moreover, it has been learned from the office of the Tariff 
Commission that a report and recommendation, undoubtedly 
as a result of such complaints, has been made to the President, 
which, under the circumstances, can not be made public at 
this time. 

Mr. President, what interests in this particular case are the 
beneficiaries of the possible exercise of these extraordinary 
powers? Is it an industry that has been traversing, as in the 
case of agriculture, the valley of the shadow of bitter financial 
depression? No, Mr. President, it is the great United States 
Steel Corporation and its 27 subsidiaries, together with the 
smaller steel and iron producers that are allowed by its grace 
to also exist and prosper, constituting one of the most pros
perous, if not the most prosperous, industry in the country. 

Thus, consider the following facts concerning the Steel Cor
poration taken from the Standard Corporation records of 
January 27, 1927: 

As the leading producer of iron and steel in the world this corpora
tion has the distinction of being the largest industrial organization in 
existence in point of capitalization and total capital employed. Its 
growth in the last 25 years, measured in terms of production, bas been 
remarkable. • • • 

Its annual capacity of pig iron production Is now 18,940,000 tons. 
In the same period its yearly outl>ut of steel ingots and castings has 
increased from 9,430,000 to 22,750,000 tons, and that of' finished procl
ucts has increased from 7,923,000 to 16,252,000 tons. Production of 
cement has gone up ft·om 500,000 to 16,500,000 tons. 

'l'hrough some 27 principal subsidiaries and 165 underlying com
panies, the corporation, in addition to iron and steel, produces coal, 
coke, ore, oil, and timber ; in fact, nearly every essential raw material. 
Its railroad operations embrace over 3,800 miles of tracks and it bas 
a large fleet of steamships and barges engaged in transportation on 
the Great Lakes, inland waterways, and in the overseas trade. 

• • • • • * 
On December 31, 1925, the common stock, which bad practically no 

assets back of it at the formation of the corporation, hid a book value 
of about $280 for each of the 5,083,025 shares outstandmg. The profit 
and loss sm·plus alone on that date amounted to $521,863,109, while 
current assets exceeded current liabilities by $4.36,087,042. • • • 

Earnings for the 10-year period ended 1926 av~raged $15.21 a share 
on the common stock. For the· same period, common dividends actually 
declared, including extras, averaged $7.85lh per share. 

For the year ended December 31, 1926, earnings were equal to $17.98 
on the common stock, compared with $12.86 in 1925 nnd $11.77 in 1924. 
On the stock as it will be increased by the 40 per cent stock dividend 
earnings in 1926 were equal to $12.84 a share. 

On April 27, 1926, the common stock was placed on a ''regular " 7 
per- cent basis. This did not alter the annual sum being received by 
the stockholders, as the corporation had regularly paid $7 a ·share on 
its common stock since the last quarter of 1923, although $2 of that 
amount was designated as an "e1.-tra" dividend. 
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By action o! the directors December 16', 1926, subject to the formality 

ot stockholders' approval at the .April, 1927, annual meeting, the 
corporation for the first time will di~tribute to stockholders, through. 
additional shares, some of the accumulated earnings reinvested in the 
property. By a 40 per cent stock dividend the common stock outstand
ing will be increased from $508,302,500, at which it has stood ever 
since organization, to $711,623,500. Thus, the junior issue will be 
brought to approximately double the amount of the preferred', of which 
$360,281,000 has been outstanding since 1903. 

Some three years after the United States Steel Corporation 
was organized, that is, in 1904, the common stock was quoted 
as low as $8.38 per share. On February 8, 1927, it was quoted 
at $157.38. According to Moody's "Industrials" for 1926, the 
total dividends on the common stock of the Steel Corporation 
from April 1, 1901, to December 31, 1925, were 124% per cent, or 
an average of about 5 per cent for that period. The present 
rate of dividend is 7 per cent, while the preferred has always 
paid 7 per cent. In addition, last December, just before Christ
mas, the directors of the corporation announced the cutting of 
a melon, that is, a 40 per cent stock dividend to the holders of 
common stock, which by no means exhausted the surplus, as 
that will amount to some $300,000,000 after this dividend. In 
1925 the net income of the Steel Corporation was $90,602,653. 
Its net income for 1926 was $116,584,000, or some $26,000,000 
more than in ·the previous year. In short, the 1926 net earnings 
amounted to nearly $18 per share of common stock, as against 
$12.86 for 1925. · 

In spite of this prosperity there is evidently an intent to 
compel the public to keep on paying high prices for iron and 
steel. They even begrudge the importation of a few hundred 
thousand tons of pig iron lest it may affect their dividends, 
which would seem to be an unjustified fear. Even so con
servative a paper as the New York Journal of Commerce, under 
date of January 31, 1927, observes: 

In an industry so large as the iron and steel industry in this 
country it is very difficult to show that German importations have 
hurt the domestic market. 

Naturally, if the ~rman importations have not hurt the iron 
and steel industry, the only object of this protest on the part 
of the Steel Corporation is to keep up priees so as to maintain 
dividends. On the other ha,nd, if German importations do 
seriously affect the iron and steel industry of the country, then 
this is merely another step on the part of the iron and steel 
intm:ests for further eliminating competition to the detriment 
of farmers whose bankruptcies have increased from 22,462 in 
1922 to 44,236 in 1925. -

Why, Mr. President, the net earnings of the Steel Corpora
tion for two years would nearly equal the amount of the 
rotating fund which the pending bill autholizes in aid of 
agriculture. • 

In 1919 and 1920, 52 railroads, practically without c1·edit, 
were loaned by the Government $301,000,000, and still they are 
here with a bill now asking for ultimate cancellation of that 
debit. 

Mr. President, it is because of what Congress has done for 
the other industries of this country that agriculture has no 
hesitation in demanding consideration at this time-in its 
extremity. The farmer has no apologies to make for his appeal 
to Congress, and in view of what our tariff is doing for such 
industries as the Steel Corporation, it is indeed with poor grace 
that Senat-ors from the eastern manufacturing States complain 
of what is now proposed for agriculture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BLEASE in the chair). The 
time of the Senator from Nebraska has expired. 

Mr. HOWELL. I have 15 minutes on the amendment, have 
I not, Mr. President? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne

braska yield to. the Senator from Pennsylvania? 
Mr. HOWELL. I understand that my time has expired. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The present occupant of the 

chair is advised that the Senator has 15 minutes on the Moses 
amendment. 

1\~r. HOWELL. That is what I understood. 
Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I should like to see the Senator 

from Nebraska have ample time; but I inquire if that is the con
struction the present occupant of the chair places upon the 
unanimous agre.ement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is the construction which 
the Chair is informed has been placed upon such agreements 
heretofore. 

Mr. McNARY. I think it is quite important that we should 
have a construction of the terms of the agreement. It was the 
intention of the author, at least, inasmuch as a number of 
Senators wished to address the Senate. that · the limitation of . 

debate should be 15 minutes on the bill and all amendments 
offered thereto, including the substitute. If the agreement is 
going to be construed to the effect that 15 minutes may be 
anowed on the bill and 15 minutes on all amendments, one Sen
ator may occupy all the time between no'\-v and 3 o'clock. 

Mr. LENROOT. He could only occupy 30 minutes. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. He could occupy another 30 

minutes on the next amendment which might be offered. 
?tlr. McNARY. That is it exactly. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair was informed that 

the 15 minutes which the Senator has used should be charged 
to the Moses amendment and that the Senator still has 15 
minutes on the bill itself. The Chair is not ruling on the ques
tion, but that is the information which the Chair received. 

Mr. MoNARY. Mr. President, the construction to be placed 
on the agreement is quite important. That construction of the 
unanimous-conseDt agreement by the present occupant of the 
chair would nullify the purpose the author of the agreement had 
in mind. The idea was to give opportunity for free expression 
here by all Senators, each one to be limited to 15 minutes on the 
measure now the unfinished business and on all amendments, 
including the substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator request the 
pre ent occupant of the chair to- rule? 

1\Ir. McNARY. I think it is a highly important matter, and 
I should be glad to have a ruling. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER Then the present occupant of 
the chair holds that under the unanimous-consent agreement 
each Senator is limited to 15 minutes of debate. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, may I say a word with the per
mission of the Senator having the floor? 

Mr. REED of Pennsyl\ania. I yield to the Senator if he 
wishes me to do so. 

Mr. BRUCE. I merely wish to make a suggestion to the 
SenatQr from Oregon; that is all, and then I will have nothing 
more to say~ It seems to me that be ought to have the unani
mous-consent agreement extended until 4 o'clock to-morrow 
afternoon, because a number of us who are opposed to this bill 
have had no opportunity to express ourselves at an. 

Mr. 1\loNARY. Of course, I can not speak for the unanimous
consent agreement, which by its nature comprises the thought, 
judgment, and action of the Members of this body . . 

Mr. HOWELL. M1·. President, I desire to call attention to 
the fact that yesterday I was on the floor from 1 o'clock until 
5 and every Senator was allowed 15 minutes upon the bill and 
15 minutes upon the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair noticed yesterday 
afternoon that some Senators asked for an extension of time, 
which was granted. Does the Senator from Nebraska ask for 
that? 

Mr. HOWELL. If I am not entitled to the floor, I will not 
ask for an extension of the time. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, the Senator from 
Nebraska bas read a telegram from some person in Iowa stating 
that there are now 20 ships tied up in New York Harbor be
cause their cargo consists of German steel, which is not per
mitted to be landed. 

I have just made inquiry of the customs division as to the 
facts about that matter. I am advised by the chief of the 
customs division, Mr. Camp, that so far as he knows there ic:~ 
not a single ship tied up in New York Harbor on that account 
and that he believes he would be instantly advised if there were 
a single ship held there under those circumstances. 

I am further advised that under the antidumping provi ions 
of the law there is no authority to impose an embargo at any 
time and that no embargo has been attempted; that the effect 
of the antidumping clause is to create an additional duty equal 
to the amount by which the foreign manufacturer who dumps 
his pToduct here is underselling the foreign market; that it is 
optional with any importer to sell here at any time at any price, 
subject to the payment of that duty. 

I am further advised that the statement which I understood 
the Senator to make regarding a report on steel products by 
the Tariff Commission is not correct, because the Tariff Com
mission. I am told by its chairman, has never since its organi
zation made any report on any product of steel. 

Mr. HOWELL. Has it not done so on pig iron? 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I am advised that it has made 

a report on pig iron, and the only product to which the anti
dumping provisions have been applied is pig iron. The Sena
tor's statements as to the profits of the Steel Corporation from 
the application of these clauses can not be correct, because the 

· Steel Corporation is not a seller of pig iron, bnt, on the contrary, 
has been ever since its organization a purchaser of pig iron ; and 
the cheaper it can get its pig iron the better it is for the Steel 
Corporation. So that the application of these clauses can have 
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uo effect on that or any other steel manufacturer that has to 
buy its pig iron. 

Mr. WALSH of 1\Iontana obtained the floor. 
1\Ir. HOWELL. Mr. President, I ask the consent of the Sen

ator from Montana to make a short statement. It will take 
just a moment. 

Mr. W" ALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Ne
braska. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, yesterday, February 10, the 
Metal Trade, New York, contained an item to the effect that 20 
ships from Germany, carrying 100,000 tons of pig iron, are 
being detained in New York Harbor pending an investigation 
by the Government in connection with the antidumping pro
visions of the tariff act. We called up the Tariff Commission 
this morning and asked if a complaint had been made, and it 
is our understanding that it has, and that they have made a 
finding, and the finding is in the hands of the President. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Nobody in the Tariff Commis
sion or any other department of the Government has any au
thority to .detain any ship on that account. 

l\Ir. HOWELL. But they can refuse to unload them. 
Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. The Government does not un

load them. 
1\lr. HOWELL. They can refuse to allow them to be un

loaded. 
Mr. WALSH of :Montana. Mr. President, the Senator from 

Tennessee [Mr. 1\lcKELLAB] has sent to the desk and asked to 
have printed an amendment, and has suggested that it would 
be offered, as follows : 

On page 13, line 18, insert the following proviso : 
Prot:ided, That no equalization fee on cotton shall be levied for a 

period of two years from the date of the passage of this act. 

On page 13, line 23, after the word "commodity," insert the 
following: 

Except that no such fee shall be paid in respect of cotton prior to 
two years from the date of the passage of this act. 

If that amendment shall be offered, Mr. President, I shall 
move to amend it by striking out, in line 2 (thereof, the words 
" on cotton," and in line 6 thereof the words " in respect of 
cotton," so that it will read: 

That no equalization fee shall be levied for a period of two years 
f1·om the date of. the passage of this act. 

And-
Except that no such fee shall be paid prior to two years from the 

date of the passage of this act. 

The purport of the amendment of the Senator from Ten
nessee is that the equalization fee shall not be exacted with 
respect to cotton for a period of two years ; and the effect of 
my proposed amendment would be that no equalization fee 
whatever should be exacted for a period of two years. 

Mr. MAYFIELD. On any commodity? 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. On any commodity. 
I have indicated to the chairman of the Committee on Agri

culture and Forestry, in charge of the bill, that if it should be 
amended by postponing for a period of two years the payment 
of the equalization fee, not on cotton alone, as has been pro
po~d, but on all products subject to the operation of the bill, 
I should vote for it. 

The changes in the bill by reason of which it differs from the 
earlier draft voted on at the last session do not obviate the 
constitutional objections urged by me at that time, nor would 
they disappear if an amendment such as that suggested should 
be adopted. I am unable to distinguish, however, in character 
between the expenditure of money from the Public Treasury 
for the purposes of this bill and the expenditure annually au
thorized for the general activities of the Department of. Agri
culture and possibly other departments of the Government. 
Upon the precedent thus established, and the course of Congress 
so long observed, I should feel quite justified in voting for the 
bill· if, like bills making appropriations for the Department of 
Agriculture, it were impossible to assail it in the courts. 

I found myself unable to sanction a bill which, if it became a 
law and were put into execution, would require the payment of 
equalization fees by the farmers of Montana to an amount that 
might aggregate as much as $5,000,000, every dollar of which 
would probably be lost to them if the act should be held to be 
unconstitutional, as I was constrained, after careful study, to 
believe it must be. If, however, the payment of the fee should 
be deferred as is proposed in the case of cotton, the validity of 
the law would meantime have been determined by the courts. 

I am unwilling that the farmers of my State, sorely, desper
ately tried during the past six years, should be forced to wager 

the very great sum that would be exacted of them that the act 
is .constitutional when I am convinced, quite contrary to my 
hope, that it is not. The regret with which I voted against a 
measure substantially like that now before the Senate at the 
last session will be intensified if I am forced now to act likewise, · 
from the fact that the disparity between the prices of farm 
products and those of other commodities, instead of disap
pearing, as it was represented in some quarters would be the 
case, has, during the past year, increased alarmingly. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator 
from Montana a question, if I may, or make a statement in 
reference to the amendment suggested. 

I prepared and had printed the amendment of which the Sen
ator fi·om Montana speaks, and at the time I intended to offer 
it; but since that time, upon mature deliberation and careful 
consideration and discussion of the matter, I have concluded to 
offer a different amendment, as follows: 

On page 9, line 4, insert the following in reference to the 
putting on or stopping of the equalization fee, namely: 
and until the board shall become satisfied that a majority of the 
producers of such commodity favor such action. 

If the Senator will permit me to say it in hi-; time, I am 
inclined to think that we should give the commission the au
thority to put the equalization fee upon all products alike, but 
provide that the fee should not be put upon any product until 
the c_ommission had found that a majority were in favor of 
putting on the fee. 

1\lr. McNARY. Mr. President, may I have the opportunity of 
asking the Senator from Tennessee where his amendment is 
proposed to be inserted? 

Mr. McKELLAR. On page 9, line 4. I am speaking in the 
time of the Senator from Montana, by his consent. I do not 
want to take my time at this moment. 

Mr. STEW ART. Mr. President, my remarks on the McNary
Haugen bill are going to be very brief. As the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry said 
the other day, this bill has been so thoroughly discussed that 
there is not much left to say about it. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me for just a moment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa 
yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. STEW ART. If it is not taken out of my time. 
Mr. CARAWAY. It will be taken out of the Senator's time. 
Mr. STEW ART. The economic phases of the bill, Mr. Presi-

dent, have been exhaustively and thoroughly and intelligently 
discussed. The constitutional phases of the bill, also, have 
been discussed in a very masterly way. One of the greatest 
speeches ever made in this Chamber on a constitutional question 
was made by that distinguished statesman, Albert B. Cummins, 
late Senator from Iowa, last June on the constitutionality ' of 
this bill. That speech is to be found on pages 11624 to 11631 
of the CONGRESSIONAL RlOOOBD for the first session of the Sixty
ninth Congress. 

Mr. President, no one has even attempted to answer the argu
ments set forth there by that distinguished statesman. I have 
the greatest respect for the keenness of mind and sincerity of 
purpose of the great statesmen here who can not find them
selves convinced of the constitutionality of this bill; but, Mr. 
President, even on the Supreme Court we have divided opin
ions, and so in this I am sure that the majority of the Sena
tors · disagree with those to whom I have referred and believe 
that the bill is constitutional. 

In addition to the speech of the late distinguished Senator 
from Iowa I wish to refer to the report of the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry on the McNary-Haugen bill. I think 
that report is a masterpiece ; and while we are talking about 
constitutional questions, Mr. President, it might be well to re
member that the distinguished statesman who is the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry-! refer to the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNABY]-was once a member of 
the Supreme Court of Oregon, and was dean of a law school; 
and I think most of us are willing to concede that when it 
comes to speaking on constitutional matters the brief that he 
has set forth in this report speaks for itself, and should be 
convincing. 

Mr. President, the people of Iowa have studied this bill for 
a number of years. They are convinced not only that it is 
economically sound but that it is constitutionaL Not only the 
farmers of the State of Iowa are whole-heartedly behind the 
McNary-Haugen bill but the chambers of commerce, the busi
ness organizations, the bankers, and the Iowa State Legisla
ture have all unanimously indorsed the 1\lcNary-Haugen bill. 

Some criticism has been voiced on the floor to the effect that 
western bankers are in favor of this bill, but I say to that, 
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tbank God that the bankers of the Middle West still conceive 
it to be their duty to use the funds intrusted to their care for 
the upbuilding of their communities. 

The1·e has been some criticism expressed on this floor to the 
efi'ect that this demand for the McNary-Haugen bill comes 
only from the Middle West, and that the distinguished ·states
man from Maryland [Senator BRUCE], whom I personally ad
mire, has used some cruel language in this Hall toward the 
mid-we~t farmers. He bas accused them of being b~ggars. He 
has said that they ha'e come to Congress asking for the 
1\lcNnry-Haugen bill, and he has said that it is a crack-brained 
scheme. In reply to that I wish to call the attention of the 
Senator from Maryland to the fact that after he had made 
the e cruel remarks, these insulting remarks, I got in touch 
with the farm bureau of Maryland to find out how the farmers 
of Maryland felt about this matter, and I ~ish to read their 
reply. • 

DEAR SENATOR STEWART: We have received a communication from one 
of our members, Mr. Edward H. Sharpe, who is connected wi~h our 
Frederick County Farm Bureau. He advises of the correspondence he 
bas had with you with reference to surplus marketing measure known 
as the 1\IcNary-Hangen bill. • * • 

We are inclosing herewith a copy of our letters to Senators BRUCE 
and WELLER. 

I now r~ad the copy of the letter of the Maryland Farm 
Bureau to Senator Bn.ucE: 

DEAR SENATOR BRUCE: ·Inclosed herewith we are transmitting a ~et 
of the resolutions atlopted by the Maryland Agricultural Society, the 
American Farm Bureau Federation, and the vartous organizations affili
ated with this federation. These affiliated organizations are: 

Agricultural Corporation of Maryland. 
Maryland State Horticultural Society. 
Maryland State Dairymens As ociation. 
Maryland Tobacco Growers Association. 
Maryland Sheep Growers Association. 
Maryland Crop Improvement Association. 
Maryland Vegetable Growers Association. 
Maryland Bee Keepers Association. 
Maryland Swine Growers Association. 
Atlantic Coast Poultry Producers Association. 
And the various county farm bureaus. 
You will note very particularly the farmers' organizations of Mary. 

land have gone on record in supporting a surplus marketing bill, and 
that the bill that meets their viewpoint is uow befo1·e Congres , known 
as the McNary-Haugen bill. 

Mr. President, I ani tired of bearing the criticism in this Hall 
that the demand for the McNary-Haugen bill comes only from 
the farmers of the Middle We t. I have just read the plea of 
farmers who live right under the very shadow of this Capitol, 
pleading with Congress to pass the McNary-Haugen bill in order 
that the farmers of this Nation may have a square deal. 

Yesterday we beard some comment from the New Hampshire 
ard Connecticut and other New England Senators regarding the 
McNary-Haugen bill. We heard it said that this bill would be 
a terrible thing for the farmers and a terrible thing for the 
laborers. The farmers and the laborer of this country are 
articulate, they are able to speak for themselves. They know 
their mvn minds, and I wish to say that the American Federa
tion of Labor has unanimously indorsed the McNary-Haugen 
bill. Every farm organization that has appeared before the 
committees of this Congress has indorsed the MeN ary-Haugen 
bill. 

If there are any farmers, or any great number of them, who 
are opposed to the bill, why have they not appeared before any 
of these committees and expressed their disapproval? When 
New England weeps for the laborers and the farmers .the rest 
of the Nation must get a good laugh. 

When I listened to the ·cruel words of the able Senator from 
Maryland and to the hard-hea1·ted remarks of tlie Senator from 
New Hampshire I was reminded of the story of the banker 
who bud a glass eye. A L:'lrmer went in to see his banker, who 
had a glass eye, and aske"d him for a loan. The banker said, 
"Now, I'll tell you, John, if you can tell me which one of my 
eyes is glass I will make you this loan." John looked at him 
intently for a moment and then said, "It's your right eye." 
The banker said, "That's right; but, John, how could you tell?" 
John replied, "Why, I thought I detected a gleam of human 
sympathy in that eye." [Laughter.] 

:Mr. President, the farmers of this Nation have never been 
sectional in their feelings. They always have been loyal in 
their support of everything that was for the good of this Nation. 
But as years have gone by they have seen a selfis-h spirit de
velop among certain ctas es of this Nation. They have seen 
the selfish interests come to Congress and get legislative relief. 
They inquired why, and they found ~t these selfish in~ests 

got legislative relief because they organized and expressed their 
wishes and made their demands upon Congress. So the farm
ers, benefiting from what they had leamed of the procedure of" 
these othe:.; bodies, determined to organize in order to get their 
demands. But as soon as the farmers started to organize and 
make demands, then we saw the hypocritical eyebrows I'aised 
in hor1·or, and hands raised, and remarks made as to what a 
terrible thing it would be if we should develop blocs in this 
country. 

After the experience of the farmer they get a good laugh out 
of criticism of that kind. The farmers know their rights, and· 
they will no longer be frowned out of those rights. . 

In this great family of ours which we call the Nation the 
farmer has always played the part of the homely sister, who did 
all the drudgery around the house and wore the second-hand 
clothes, while the good-looking sisters had good clothes and 
went out to parties. But recently it has appeared that the 
family is much distm·bed because a fine-looking fellow has been 
corirting the homely sister, -and it seems that he has not only 
offered to take her for a buggy ride but to take her for a ride 
in the Pullman cars. 

There is more involved in the passage or defeat of the 
McNary-Haugen bill than simply the question of a square deal 
for the farmers. This country has grown and prospered be
cause of its political and economic unity. The question involved 
here is whether or not we are going to permit certain selfish 
interests to break down the things that have brought pros
perity and happiness to this Nation by refusing to give a .. quare 
deal to all elements. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I ofi'er an amendment, which 
I ask to have read from the clerk's desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read. 
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Beginning on page 17, strike out 

all of paragl'aph (b) of . section 12 and insert in lie.u thereof 
the following: 

(b) For the purpose of developing continuity of cooperative services, 
including unified terminal marketing facilities and equipment, the 
board is authorized, upon such terms and conditions and in accordance 
with such regulations as it may prescribe, to make loans out of the 
revolving fund to any cooperative association engaged in the purchase, 
storage, sale, or other dispo ition, or processing of any agricultural 
commodity, (1) for the purpose of assisting any such association in the 
acquisition, by purchase, construction, or otherwise, of facilities to be 
used in the storage, processing, or sale of such agricultural commodity, 
or (2) for the purpose of furnishing funds to such associations for 
necessary expenditures in federating, consolidating, or merging coop
erative associations, or (3) for the purpose of furnishing to any such 
association funds to be used by it as capital for any agricultural 
credit corporation eligible for receiving rediscounts from an inter
mediate credit bank. In making any such loan the board may pro
vide for the payment of such charge, to be determined by the board 
from time to time, upon each unit of the commodity handled by the 
association, as will within a period of not more than 20 years repay 
the amount of such loan, together with interest thereon. The aggre
gate amounts loaned ru1der this subdivision and remaining unpaid 
shall not exceed at any one time the sum of $25,000,000. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, the twofold purpose of this 
amendment is, first, by rearrangement to improve the language 
of the bill, and, second, to render its proposed benefits more 
available and more generally useful to certain cooperative con
cerns. · 

It is generally admitted that the following are essentials of 
successful cooperative marketing associations: 

First. Sufficient facilities primarily to process and warehouse 
the commodities handled. 

Second. The capacity and right to associate together in order 
to av~id competition between or among the associations. 

Third. Such credit facilities as will enable the cooperatives 
to accommodate their membership by utilizing the facilities of 
the intermediate credit system, thus avoiding the necessity of 
inopportunely dumping commodities upon the market. 

M:y amendment is deRigned to provide all of the foregoing 
essentials to cooperative marketing associations. 

If adopted, it will be the oilly portion of the bill designed to 
aid associations which handle products other than those defined 
in the bill as basic agricultural commodities. To be more 
specific, the adoption of this amendment will enable the pro
ducers of nonbasic agricultural commodities, such as the fruit, 
the vegetable~ and the buckwheat growers and the dairy farmers 
of West Virginia and every other State in the Union, to share 
the benefits of the pending measure. 

It may be both surprising and interesting to some of the 
Senators to know that the aggregate annual value of the agri
cultural commodities defined as basic in the bill is between four 
and fiv_e billion dollars, while the aggregate annual 'alue of the 
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agricultural commodities not defined as basic is" between nine 
and ten billion dollars. 

That the advantages of this legisla.tion ought to be .. sl?-ared by 
the producers of this greater portion of our annual agricultural 
wealth should be so obvious to every Member of the Senate as 
to make superfluous either argument or proof. . 

l!""'or the information of the Se'Jlate I read the followmg self
explanatory indorsements. The first is a telegram from Ma~
tinsburg, .W. Va., dated February 10, addressed to me, and IS 

as follows: 
We the West Virginia State Horticultural Society, in convention 

assem'bled, hereby desire to express to you our appreciation and grati
tude for your effort in our behalf which is reflected in your proposed 
amendment to the McNary-Haugen bill. This amendment, if adopted 
and becomes law, will be most helpful in our endeavor to organize 
on a coopetative basis. In fact, there is no other provision so helpful 
to our industry in many of the proposed bills. We earnestly urge upon 
Congress the approval of this amendment and the passage of the bill. 

WEST VIRGINIA HORTICULTURAL SOC1ETY1 

FRANK ROBINSON, President. 
HuRLEY CRANE, Secreta'1'1f. 

The following is from Hon. G. M. Putnam, president of the 
New Hampshire Farm Bureau Federation: 

C~NCORD, N. H., February 9, 1921. 
Senator NENLY: 

Urge adoption of your proposal to amend McNary bill with reference 
to loans to cooperative under amortization plan. Such amendment 
would be most helpful in the development of cooperative marketing and 
should be adopted. 

G. M. PUTNAM, 

President New Hampshire Farm Bureau Federation. 

The fo]Jowing .is an excerpt from a letter which I received on 
the 8th day of February from Mr. Chester H. Gray, the Wash
ington representative of the American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion: · 

. . 
Tbe substance of this ·proposed amendment was approved in the 

resolution of the board of directors of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation early last year, and I .believe the amendme~t, if enacted 
into law, would be very helpful in assisting cooperative enterprises 
financing their work. 

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 

CHESTER H. GRAY, Wa8hington Representative. 

Mr. President, I demand a vote on my amendment. 
Mr. BRUCE. ·1\Jr. President, when this bill came up at the 

last session of Congress I voted against it, and since that time 
nothing has transpired to make me change the convictions 
by which I was then influenced. 

I am opposed to the bill, first, because. in my judgment, it 
is unconstitutional; and, secondly, because, in my judgment, it 
is economically unsound. 

The co~~tutionality of the equalization fee provided for in 
it is founded upon the claim that the fee is an incident of 
interstate commerce regulation. I deny that. 

There is no distinction taken anywhere in the bill between 
interstate commerce and intrastate commerce, but if the valid
ity of the equalization fee is to be referred to the interstate 
commerce clause of the Federal Constitution it falls directly 
within the scope of the decisions of the Supreme Court of the 
United States in the cases of Hammer aga.inst Dagenhart in 
Two hundred and forty-seventh United States, and the Child 
Labor case in Two hundred and fifty-ninth United States. 
In the former case Congress attempted to prohibit the trans
portation of commodities produced, in part, by child labor, 
and the attempt was made to uphold its enactment upon the 
ground that the measure was a regulation of interstate com
merce. The Supreme Court of the United States sai~ "Not 
so": 

The thing intended to be accomplished by this statute
It declared-

is tbe denial of the facilities of interstate commerce to those manutac
turel'S in the States who employ children within tbe prohibited ages. 
The act in its effect does not regulate transportation among the States, 
but aims to standardize tbe ages at which children may be employed 
in mining and manufacturing within tbe States. · 

That decision was followed by the Supreme Court of the 
United States in the Child Labor Tax case in Two hundred and 
fifty-ninth United States. There Congress undertook to impose 
a tax on the net profits received from certain commodities pro
duced, in part, by child labor, ~d the court said : · 

The case before us can not be distingulsb.ed from that of Hammer 
v. Dagenhart (247 U. S. 251). Congress there enacted a law to pro
hibit traD.8portation in interstate commerce of goods made at '- factoq 

in which there was· employment of children within the same ages and 
for the same hours ·a day and days in the week as are penalized by 
the act in this case. This court held tbe law in that case to be void. 

Then the court recalled a part of what it had said in the 
case of Hammer against Dagenhart, and continued: 

In tbe case at bar Congress, in tbe name of a tax which on the face 
of the act is a penalty, seeks to do the same thing, and the effort 
must be equally futile. 

The pending bill, I repeat, is controlled by those two deci
sions. It is contended that it is a regulation of interstate 
commerce, but, of course, the real fact is that its leading ob
ject, I may say its sole, exclusive object, is to artificially en
hance agricultural prices. The equalization fee created by it 
can not be upheld as a quantum meruit for service incident to 
the movements of interstate commerce. Neither can it lre 
upheld as a tax. 

Need I argue that Congress has no power to levy a tax ex
cept ~or public purposes; that .it has no authority to empower 
any public agency to impose a tax for the purpo e of promot
ing the special interests of a particular class of individuals ; 
and that was exactly what the Supreme Court said in the 
case of Parkersburg against Brown. There a statute author
ized the city of Parkersburg, W. Ya., to issue bonds of tl1e cit~ 
to an amount not exceeding $200,000 for the purpose of lending 
the saine to manufacturers carrying on business in or nea:c 
the said city. The Supreme Court of the United States said: 

Taxation to pay the bonds in question is not taxation for a public 
objec·t. It is taxation which taxes tbe private property of one person 
for the prtyate use of another pe~son. · . ' 

So here I say that if we call the equalization fee prescribed by 
the pending bill a tax, then the bill endeavors to impose some
thing that is in no true sense a tax at all, but simply an un
warrantable invasion of the principles of personal liberty and 
personal freedom of contract. How can a legislative provision 
that every farmer shall pay such an equalization fee, whether 
he is willing to d() so or- not, be otherwise than a gross viola
tion of the fifth amendment to the Federal Constitution, which 
declares that no person shall be deprived of life, liberty, or 
property without due pr.ocess of law? . 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, will the Senator 
from Maryland yield in. that connection? 

Mr. BRUCE. I am very sorry, but I have such a short time. 
I would gladly yield, but the minutes are really precious to me 
at this time, whether they are to anyone el e or not. 

Then again, as the Senator from Montana £¥-r. WALSH] has 
so well pointed out, the bill is uncon~titutional, because it does 
not prescribe any proper administi·ative standards for the exer
cise of the powers bestowed upon the farm labor board by it. 
So I say that the pending bill is in several vital respects abso: 
lutely unconstitutional, nugat9ry, and void. 

MQreover, so .far as it attempts to fetter the power of appoint
ment vested by the Constitution of the United States in the 
President it is also unconstitutional and void. The Federal 
Constitution says the ·President shall, by and with the ad
vice and consent of the Senate, have the power to nominate 
and appoint; and yet here we have a bill which seeks to em
power nominating committees, named by the farmers, to restrict 
the power of appointment of the President to one of the three 
names handed in from each of the 12 land-bank districts of the 
country. It can not be done. As I said when the bill was last 
before the Senate, if we are going to pass a bill, do not let us 
pass one which, in the memorable language of John Randolph 
of Roanoke, "has the sardonic grin of death upon its very 
countenance." . 

I say, likewise, that the bill is economically unsound, but I 
have no time to stop t() ask how far it is practically workable. 
Let us suppose that it is workable; what then? How would 
it operate, if it operated at all? It would operate, so far as the 
American people generally are concerned, by producing one of 
the things that have always been considered most undesirable 
by the human race; that is, scarcity of the necessaries of life. 
The object of the bi,ll is to produce artificially by law the con
ditions which are usually produced only by drought, by storm, 
or by some other cruel natural catastrophe. In other words, in 
order to bestow a benefit upon the farmer, it is proposed to 
make the cost of living higher to every man and woman of the 
United States, including the farmer himself. If all the neces
saries of life, which are called basic commodities in the pending 
bill, are enhanced in price, of course, that enhancement will run 
through the whole structure of human society in the United 
States. Every man, no matter what his calling, his occupation, 
his pursUit, his business, will have to pay n. part of that en
hanced price. including the farmer himself, when he comes to 
buy fQQ(IBt1JJ'iil and ~ai,ry ~tuffs and the like. And especially 
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will that be true of the southern farmer, who buys every year 
some $1 500 000,000 worth of feed and foodstuffs from other por
tions of th~ United States. The bill ought not to be called a 
bill to promote orderly marketing. It ought to be called .a bill 
to promote scarcity to inflate prices for the necessaries of 
life, and to make the present cost of living, which is high 
enough, still higher. . 

Mr. KING. And to disrupt our iri.dustrial and economic struc
ture. 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; the whole economic structure of the coun
try, as I could readily establish, if I had a little more time. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BRUCE. I have not the time; otherwise I would be 

glad to yield. I really think the Senator should 1!-gree to ex
tend my time about 15 minutes longer. If he Will do so, I 
shall be very glad to yield. . 

Mr. MAYFIELD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the distinguished Senator from l\Iaryland be given an 
additional 15 minutes. 

1\lr. McNARY. That is so contradictory of the intent of the 
unanimous-consent agreement and so unfair to other Senators 
that I feel impelled to object. 

1\lr. BRUCE. The other effect would be that while our own 
people would be paying all these high prices for wheat, for 
corn for rice for cotton, and what not, the people of other 
land~ would be enjoying the low prices created by the sur
pluses which the farm board created by the pending bill 
would be dumping on those lands. Of course, one resu~t of 
the dumping would be that the owners and employees of mdus
trial establishments in foreign countries would profit at the 
expense of our industries bec~u_se of the low prices .at which 
they could obtain the commodities that would enter I~to such 
surpluses. . 

As soon as inflated prices were produced by the pending 
bill of course there would be a · demand on the part of labor 
for' higher wages on account of those prices, and theri we 
should have the same old vicious circle with which· we have 
been so familiar in recent years. There would be a demand 
for increased wages and it would have to be honored, and as 

· a result of that c~urse L:anufactured commodities of every 
sort will be higher and freight rates would be higher. Indeed, 
almost everything that enters into the economy of human 
life in the United States would be higher. · 

Another effect of the bill would be to give a tremendous 
stimulus to agricultural production that would roll up larger 
and larger surpluses and make the operation of the bill more 
and more difficult. With great respect to the Northwest, the 
pending bill is but a h~llow cask. It is :mt anot~er one of those 
deceitful fallacies wh1ch have from time to time been swept 
to view by brainston .... s bred in that region and been bol!lle 
eastward to fill with anxiety and alarm the breasts of the 
conservative inhabitants of the East. All through my life we 
have had to face in the East first one economic delusion and 
then another engendered in what I call the Bryan and ~rook
hart West. First, we had the greenback craze, when It was 
proposed to flood the country with rag money. 

Then we had the Patron of Industry movement, the 
Farmers' Alliance movement, and the Populist movement, all 
involving proposals that legal-tender paper money should be 
issued directly from the Treasury without the intervention of 
nny banking agencies at all. 

That was the time when Peffer, of Kansas, nursed the long 
beard which became almost as famous as the beard of Frederick 
Barbarossa, and when Jerry Simpson, known as "Sockless 
Simpson," was supposed to be going about in sockless feet to 
show on what a very sad footing the agriculture of the co~nt!Y 
was. 

Then came along the free-silver agitation, which furnishes 
an exact analogy to this bill. There the attempt was by law 
to create a parity, an unnatural, fictitious parity, between 
silv-er and gold in defiance of Gresham's law and other despotic 
economic laws. That madness, too, passed p.fter the whole 
country had fairly rocked with excitement and fear as the 
result of it;. An.d to-day we can as readily find in the United 
States a man willing to worship a cow or a snake as a man 
who has the slightest faith in the shallow, dishon~t shibboleth 
of the free and unlimited coinage of ~Uver without the aid or 
consent of any other nation. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICE.R (Mr. BLEASE in the chair.). The 
time of the Senator from Maryland has expired. 

Mr. BRUCE. I am sorry, because I should like to hit the 
pending bill some still harder blows. Many of my farmer 
constituents favor its passage, and I deeply regret that I can 
not concur with their views; b,ut I a,m ,sure that they ~ll be 

LXVIII--221 

generous enough to realize thl!t I am merely unwilling tQ be 
false to my honest convictions. 

Mr. REED of :Missouri obtained the floor. 
Mr. KING. Mr. President-- . 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-

souri yield to the Senator from Utah? 
Mr. REED of Missoud. I yield. 
Mr. KING. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena-

tors answered to their names : 
Ashurst Fletcher King 
Bayard Frazier La !1'ollette 
Bingham George Lenroot 
Blease Gerry McKellar 
Borah Gillett McLean 
Bratton Glass McMaster 
Broussard Goff McNary 
Bruce Gooding Mayfield 
Cameron Gould Means 
Capper Greene Metcalf 
Caraway Hale Neely 
Copeland Harris Norris 
Couzens Harrison Nye 
Curtis Hawes Oddie 
Dale IIeflin Overman 
Deneen Howell Pepper 
Dill Johnson Phipps 
Edwards Jones, Wash. Pine 
Ernst Kendrick Pittman 
Fess Keyes Ransdell 

Reed, Mo. 
Reed, Pa. 
Robinson, Ind. 
Sackett 
Schall 
Sheppard 
Shipstead 
Shortridge 
Smith 
Steck 
Stephens 
Stewart 
Trammell 
Tyson 
Underwood 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 
Willis 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I desire to state that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON] and the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. FERRIS] are necessarily .detained from the Chamber on 
business of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-nine Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I am in this position. 
Confinement to my home has made it imppssitile for me to take 
a part in this debate, and now that the time limit is fixed it is 
impossible within the time allowed to do more than merely to 
state a few propo~itions. If I may have the indulgence of the 

. Senate I shall try to state my views touching this pro_posed 
legislation in the briefest possible way. 

1\lr. President, I ~ave the utmost respect for the opinions or 
those Senators who differ from me with regard to the merits of 
this bill. I think I am safe in saying that not one of them 
would be found a proponent for the measure if it were not that 
the fai·mers of the country generally are not in a prosperous 
condition. There is a natural desire in the heart of every man 
to see all the great elements of society prosper, and so, out of 
the hard condition affecting agriculture, comes an effort to 
secure some kind of relief ; but some of our friends are very 
much in the attitude of a sick man who in his desperation will 
take any kind of medicine that is suggested, and that wholly 
regardless of the learning that has been accumulated through 
the ages which may clearly prove that the medicine is dangerous 
and perhaps deadly. 

There is trouble in the farm situation. We have what we 
call prosperity, but it is a very "spotted" prosperity. Great 
manufacturing and financial institutions are making more 
money in a year's time, indeed, are making more money by a 
single transaction, than ev-er before in the history of the world. 
That makes an apparent prosperity. Wages are high, largely 
through the efforts of organized labor, and prices on manufac
tured products are high, very largely because of legislation 
which has been enacted by Congress. 

The farmer, however, finds himself in a bad situation. I want 
for a moment to get at the causes of the disease and see, if we 
ascertain what the cause is, whether we can not find two things: 
First, the right remedy; and, second, the evils attaching to this 
proposed bill. 

Mr. President, it is with a feeling akin to disgust that I see 
the proponent'3 of a high protective tariff upon manufactured 
articles stand upon the floor and complain about the hardships 
of the farmer. They created those hardships very largely by 
positive statutory enactment. Years ago they took away from 
the American citizen the right to buy his goods in the free and 
open markets of the world by imposing an excessively high 
tariff for the express purpose of enabling the manufacturers of 
the country to charge higher prices for their products in order 
that the manufacturers might receive large profits. Thus they 
skimmed the cream of the country's industry and wealth and 
turned it into the hands of a few favored industries. That was 
the initial step in the depression of the farmer's condition. 

No man is entitled to call himself a man of good judgment 
who will deny that when we pass a law artificially raising the 
price of that which the farmer consumes and do not at the 
same time raise the price of that which he produces we have 
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created a condition which is bound to result in the impoverish
ment of the farmer. Thus we fix the initial point from which 
we can proceed. 

Second, w-hen the World War came on there was an effort 
made to ·regulate the price of farm products. A law never was 
passed authorizing the regulation of those prices, but a power 
was vested in Mr. Hoover to license those organizations engaged 
in the business of buying grain, meats, and so forth. He exer
ciseu that power in this wise: He licensed these various organi
zations and said to them, "You wilL pay a certain price for 
wheat, for corn, for cattle, etc. ; if you pay more or less I will 
re-voke your li<tense from you and destroy your business." Ac
cordingly, there was . a price fixed by the arbitrary action of 
this man upon the principal products of the farm. 

At what point was that price fixed? We are no longer left 
to the realm of speculation or of fancy. We know that no 
wheat could be shipped out of this country except through the 
Export Grain Corporation, which was created by law and domi
nated and controlled by M1·. Hoover and his advisers. We 
lrnow that that concern turned back to the Federal Government 
as profits made upon the farmers' grain $70,000,000. We know, 
therefore, that the price the corporation received for the grain 
shipped abroad was $70,000,000 in excess of the price received 

-at home. That $70,0QO,OOO of profits was realized upon the 
grain that went abroad, and, as only about two-ninths of the 
grain raised in this country went abroad, the total taken from 
the farmer, as shown by the figures, amounted to over 
$3,500,000,000 upon wheat alone. 

But that is not all of the story. The Export Grain Corpora
tion did not itself receive full war prices, for wheat was during 
the war frequently sold in Europe at $4 and $5 a busheL 
American wheat that had been sold through this very board 
and purchased for $2 and $2.10 a bushel was sold in Europe
plenty of it-at $4 and $5 a bushel. The result was, therefore, 
that the farmer was compelled to sell upon a low and ru·ti
:ticially fixed valuation. In the meantime he was forced to buy 
everything he purchased at full war prices. 'l""'he result was 
that when the war was over he did not have a surp-lus in his 
bank. He found himself practically without any suTplus what
ever. 

Let us take the next step, and be it ob ·erved these steps 
follow each other in logical sequence and tell their story as we 
go along. 

When the war was over and it was expected that war prices 
would come down, the great manufacturing industries came to 
the Congress and demanded a higher tariff than ha<.l ever been 
levied in all the history of the world. I saw these men come 
before the Finance Committee and heard them declare in good, 
set terms: "We won this election. We elected Mr. Harding. 
We are entitled to the fruits of that election." So Congress 
passed a law to keep the p1:ice of everything the farmer bought 
and everybody else bought on the high level of the war by 
enacting a tariff law so outrageous as to accomplish that 
result. 

What followed? The farmer then found himself obliged to 
sell upon the broken market of Europe at European prices as 
fixed by those bankrupt conditions. At the same time he was 
forced to buy in a market that you gentlemen on the other side 
of the Chamber voluntarily, intentionally, willfully, and wickedly 
raised. There the prices remain to-day. 

What, then, would be the natural thing to do? It would be 
to lower that tariff, and give the farmer a decent opportunity 
to buy in a market at prices somewhat akin to those of the 
market in which he is compelled to sell; but you do not propose 
that. You come here with this bill. 

In the few minutes that remain to me I want to give my 
attention to the bill itself. 

First, you propose artificially to raise prices in a product 
where we have a great surplus going abroad every year. It is 
admitted that in order to accomplish that result you must in 
some way control the production, or monopolize the production, 
so that you can sell in this country at a high level, dump the 
surplus in Europe at a lower level. You then propose to find 
out what the loss is, divide that np among the farmers, and 
make them pay that loss proportion~tely. That is this bill, 
and that is all there is to this bill. You propose, howe-ver, to do 
this not by the voluntary action of the farmers of the United 
States but by force of law.- -

I frankly admit that the farmers of the United States would 
have the right, if they wanted to do so, to get together in some 
great assembly and sign a contract by which they would all 
agree not to sell their grain for less than a certain price. or to 
deliver it all to one seller, and aulliorizc that man to fix the 
price in this country. It m'ight not be sound fTom the economi
cal standpoint, but such a scheme would permit the farmers 
of the country to exercise their natural right. But, Mr. Presi· 

dent, the farmers of the United States have not done any such 
thing, and this bill does not propose to require them to <.lo any 
such thing. This bill says to the farmers of the United States: 
" By law we propose to set up a board to control the prices of 
your products, we intend to regulate -their sale, and we will 
attempt to find out how much money that board is going to 
lose, and we will, by law, make every one of you 60,000;000 
farmers wiliy-nilly take part of yom produce and turn it over 
to this board to do with as it sees :tit; such is the intent and 
purpose of this bill when it is reduced to its final analysis. 

1\Ir. President, I ask the Senate to consider what that means. 
It means, sir, that a free-born American citizen can buy a farm, 
can plow his field, can sow his grain, can harvest his crop, can 
thresh it, and then of what use is it to him? Absolutely norie, 
unless he can sell it. At that point you proiJ()se to say to him-: 
"You can not take ~is grain and sell it as a free man. Yon 
can take it to town, it is true; you can turn it over to a mer
chant~ it is true; but when you turn it over to that merchant 
he mu-·t take out of your grain which you raised a certain 
proportion and turn it over to a board without your consent, 
without your agreement, and' against your will." [At this point 
the gavel fell.] My time is not up. I have three or four 
minutes left. The Chair is mistaken. 

Mr. BRUCE. I ask unanimous consent--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator started at 21 min

utes past 1, and it is now 1.37. The Senator has spoken 1· 
minute over the 15 minutes; but if the Senator from Maryland 
requests unanimous consent that the Senator's time be ex
tended--

Mr. BRUCEl I do. 
Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, it is useless to do that. The 

Senator knows frarn his own experience that I can not dis
criminate between Senators. 

Mr. BRUCE. I am perfectly willing to be discr·iminated 
against. The Senator refused to discriminate, as far a I am 
concerned, and if I was entitled to 15 minutes more, I should 
think the Senator from Missouri was abundantly entitled to it. 

M.r. McNARY. I am not going to discriminate against the 
Senator from Maryland; hence, we must enforce the rule. 

Mr. BRUCE. You are going to discriminate against all other 
classes of society in this bill, so why should you not diseriminate 
against me? 

Mr: LENROOT. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry: 
Was there not a quorum call, and has that been taken out? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The quorum call was taken 
out, the Chair is informed ; yes. · 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I want to make this 
appeal to the Senate: I have been ill. I have been unable to 
be here. I should like just about three minutes. 

•The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there is no objection, the 
Senator's time will be extended three minutes. The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. REED of 1\Iissoul'i. I merely want to conclude what I 
was saying. 

Whenever the Government of the United States says to a 
citizen, "Against your will we will take some of your property 
and turn it over to a board or bureau to be expended," the 
Government is taking property without process of law; and if 
it can take 10 per cent of what a farmer has produced, it can 
take 20 per cent or 50 per cent. Whenever the Government can 
take away a portion of that which a man has justly acquired, 
not by general taxation for the general purposes of government 
but for the specll!l advantage of certain other citizens, it has 
reduced "the free man to the condition of a serf; for if the 
Government can take away the citizen's right to earn a lh·eli
hood, to enjoy the fruits of his ·toil, the Government can 
reduce him to a condition of dependence which, carried to the 
extreme, would establish absolute slavery. 

Men may smile at that, but that is a power that was once 
asserted by tyrannical governments. It never heretofore has 
been asserted by this Government. The power to take a part of 
what the farmer raises can be applied to every. citizen, aud we 
can have boards and bureaus regulating the wages, profits, au!f 
property of people in every department of life. 
On~ word in conclusion. 
Men have stood here and said. they represent the farmers : 

that they speak for all the farmers of the United States. I 
deny it. The farmer::~ are not all members of these organiza
tions. Nay, there are not, in -fact, in my judgment, 20 per cent 
of the farmers of the United States in all of these organiza
tions. The men outside are to be considered. This .bill means 
the establishment of agdeultural peonage if it is carried to its . 
lecitimate conclusion. .It deprives the farmer of his right to 
till the soil @d rea,p the re ult of his labor. It means for the 
Government to sa,y: "I R;;m l3trQng enough, I ~rn, g~e!J.t enough 
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to reach into your pockets and take your money and use it for 
any purpose a few legislatiye sharps think iS going to benefit 
you." 

That is not freedom. That is not liberty. That is not American
ism. That is not democracy. That is tyranny. That is brutality. 
That is infamy. That is a blot upon our entire civilization. 

Some day, when I haYe time, I will tell you what I think 
about this bill. [Laughter.] 

Mr. SHlPSTEAD obtained the floor. 
Mr. <iARA WAY. 1\Ir. President, will the Senator from Min

nesota yield to me for just one minute? The Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. REED] said that some day he is going to tell us 
what he thinks about the bill. I hope he reads it before he 
does so, because evidently he has not read it. There is not a 
thing in the bill that the Senator said was there. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, the Senator and I 
just differ. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, no; we do not differ. I have read the 
bill, and the Senator has not. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. The Senator is mistaken. 
Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, no; I am not. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. We just have two different minds. 

Sometimes the Senator is going along with me, and he is 
all right; and sometimes he get'3 off on the other side. -

Mr. CARAWAY. When the Senator reads the bill he is 
usually right. but when he makes a speech without having- read 
it be is -usually wrong. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I am not going to 
have a quarrel with my friend from Arkansas-
. Mr. CARAWAY. 1 am not quarreling. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. But when the Senator says I have 
not read this bill, or makes any assertion of that kind, he does 
not mean to say it. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If the Senator bas read it, when he says 
that 60 per cent of the farmers could be deprived of their 
rights he ignores the fact that an equalization fee can not be 
imposed until more than 50 per cent of them are for it. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I said that 60 per cent of the farm
ers do not belong to these organizations. 

1\Ir. CARAWAY. Oh, no; that was not what the Senator 
said. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Well, we will not quarrel about an 
immaterial thing of that kind. It is too small to quarrel about. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I ask the attention of the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BRUCE] for just a moment. 

The Senator from Maryland-who is a ma·n of very notable 
character, has a very charming personality, and is recognized 
as having one of the keenest and ablest minds in the Senate 
at the present time-has taken it upon himself on various oc
casions to express, in language of considerable fluency, from 
a vision that is wide· in latitude, his personal opinion of Sena
tors, Member of this body from the Northwest, who are de
fending this piece of legislation. He has not confined his in
dictment to Senators only, but he has indicted the entire 
Northwest. He has accused us and the people of the North
west of supporting hare-brained ideas. My vocabulary is not 
sufficient to repeat the anathemas he has hurled upon us. 

I am sorry the Senator from Maryland did that, because I 
am sure I express the opinion of very many of his friends 
when I say that it is unworthy of the great Senator from 
M~ryland. He has not only directed his criticism to the people 
of the Northwest, but I want to call attention to a letter that 
was addressed to the Senator from Maryland on January 28. 
This letter was written by Mr. Melvin Stewart, secretary
treasurer of the Maryland Agricultural Society. I want to read 
a paragraph or two from the le~ter, to show that it is not only 
the agricultural interests of the Northwest who favor this piece 
of legislation, but the farm organizations of the great State of 
Maryland have also indorsed it. The letter reads as follows: 
Hon. WM. CABELL lSRUCE, 

United States Senate, WasMngton, D. 0. 
DEAR l:ENATOR BRUCE: InclQsed herewith we are transmittin::; a set 

of the resolutions adQpted by the Maryland Agricultural Society, the 
l\!aryland Farm Bureau Federation, and the various organizations 
affiliated with this federation. These atllliatt>d organizations are: 

Agricultural Corporation of Maryland. 
Maryland State Horticultural Society. 
Maryland State Dairymens Association. 
Maryland Tobacco Growers AssQciation. 
Maryland Sheep Growers Association. 
Maryland Crop Improvement Association. 
Maryland Vegetable Growers Association. 
Maryland Beekeepers Association. 
Maryland Swine Growers Association. 

Atlantic Coast Poultry Producers .Association, and the various county 
farm bureaus. 

You will note very particularly the farmers' organizations of 1\fary
land have gone on record in supporting a surplus marketing bill and 
that the bill that meets their viewpoint is now before Congress, known 
as the l\!cNary>Haugen bill. 

His indictment therefore stands against the farmers of Mary
land, his own people, as well as against the people of the North
west. 

Mr. President, in the course of the debate upon this measure 
a great deal has been said about the power to tax. It is known 
and recognized by any economist that the power to tax is the 
power to destroy, and I submit that the power to fix prices on 
commodities is also the power to tax, and therefore inherently 
contains the power to destroy. In the price-fixing legislation 
that has been passed by the Congress in the past 25 or 30 years 
we have had a practical demonstration that the power to fix 
prices contains the power to destroy, and that power has been so 
used. 

Of course, the purpose of this measure is to enhance the prices 
of farm products. Of cvurse, it establishes a bureau. It is add
ing to the old system of bureaucracy that has been foisted upon 
this country by Congresses in the past, and by men who now 
stapd before us and object to another bureau that is sponsored 
by the agricultural interests as a backfire for protection and 
defense against this prairie fire of bureaucracy that is sweeping 
down upon us and destroying agriculture. 

What is the transportation act but a price-fixing measure? 
What has been the result since that law was passed upon the 
freight rates, hitting the producers of commodities? Passenger 
rates and freight rates have been enhanced 50 per cent. 

What is tariff legislation and the tariff commission but a 
price-fixing measure ·and bureau? Through the power to tax, 
through a high tariff, there is the power to fu prices, and there
fore the power to destroy. 

What is the Federal reserve banking act but a price-fixing 
measure, establishing a price-fixing bureau, to fix the rediscount 
rates and the interest rates? 

What is the result of the neglect to enforce the Sherman Anti
trust Act against the monopolies of the country, fixing prices, 
and through the power to fix prices using the power to tax the 
pockets of the American people? 

Of course, these are price-fixing, tax-collecting bureaucracies 
which have been foisted upon the American people by Con
gresses in the past. It is a doctrine and it is a program that 
those who are opposed to this piece of legislation have forced 
upon us. We are now only putting back in their own teeth the 
very words they have been using here for 25 or 30 years, and 
because we have permitted it we have had to pay the price, and 
in the few minutes I have I want to call attention to the terrific 
price the agricultural interests have paid for this bureaucratic 
price-fixing legislation. · 

The condition is reflected in the statistics of bank failures 
throughout agricultural sections, and I want to read the statis
tics of the bank failures in the industrial East for the years 
from 1920 to 1925 and compare them with those in the other 
sections of the country. 

In the great States of Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Mas
sachusetts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut, in the five years 
from 1920 to 1925, a total of 36 banks failed. 

In the great States of New York, New Jersey, Delaware, 
Pennsylvania, and Maryland a total of 147 banks failed in the 
period from 1920 to 1925. 

Note, when we come into the agricultural sections, the in
crease in bank failures. In the States of Michigan, Wisconsin, 
Illinois, Indiana, and Ohio 204 banks failed, with total re-
sources of $99,333,000. · 

Then we go into the border States between the No:J:.th and the 
South, the agricultural States. In West Virginia, Virginia, 
Kentucky, and Tennessee a total of 132 banks failed, with total 
resources of $32,000,000. In the old South, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, and Mississippi, a 
total of 502 banks failed, with total resources of $156,000,000. 

In Louisiana, Texas, Arkansas, and Oklahoma 547 banks 
failed, with total resources of $181,000,000. . 

In :Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Mis
souri, and Kansas 1,299 banks failed, with total resources of 
$430,000,000. 

In Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, and 
Arizona 519 banks failed. 

The total bank failures for the United States amounted to · 
3,546, with resources of $1,617,000,000, and 95 per cent of those 
bank failures were in agricultural areas. 

Here is a demonstration of the power to destroy agriculture 
through the power to fix prices below cost of production. The 
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following statistics are from pages 70 and 71. hearings before 
subcommittee of the Banking and Currency Committee of the 
United State Senate, Sixty-ninth Congress, first session. on 
S. 1782 and H. R. 2. 
TABLE 8.-State and National bank failures, by geographic d£visions and 

States, 1900 to 1925, divided into periods preceding and following Jan
uary 1, tffflO 

NOTE.-The small figures indicate the number of failures for which no figtll'es of 
resources are available. They should be deducted from the number given to 
obtain the number whose resources are given} 

to Jan. 1, 1920 1920, to August, 1925 
Totals, 1920-1925 

State and National! State and National 
bank failures 1900, bank failures Jan. 1, 

Geographic division 
andSmte• l-----~------::-----.---------1-----~---------

.A. New England 
States 

1. Maine ___ ________ 
2. New Hampshire 
3. Vermont ________ 
4. Massachusetts .•. 
5. Rhode lslan<L ••. 
6. Connecticut'"----

TotaL_--------

B. Middle .Atlantic 
State& 

1. New York ______ 
2. New Jersey ______ 
3. Delaware .....••. 
4. Pennsylvania ___ 
5. Maryland ....•.. 

Total.·--------

c. North Central 
Statu 

1. Michigan_ ______ 
2. Wisconsin_ ______ 
3. Dlinois ________ 
4.. Indiana •••.•• ____ 
6. Ohio .• _---------

TotaL _________ 

D. Southern Moun-
tain States 

1. West Virginia ... 
2. Virginia _________ 
S. Kentucky-------
4.. Tennessee .•••••• 

·TotaL _________ 

E. Southeastern 
Statu 

1. North Carolina.. 
2. South Carolina.. 
3. Georgia. ___ ·-·-· 
4.. Florida __________ 
6. Alabama.-------
6. Mississippi__ ____ 

TotaL .••••••.• 

F. Swthwestern 
Statu 

1. Louisiana ••••••• 
2. Texas ... --------3. Arkansas ________ 
4. Oklahoma _______ 

Total __________ 

G. We~~tern grain 
States 

1. Mhmesom ______ 
2. North Dakota __ 
3. South Dakota •.• 
4. Iowa .••..••••••• 
5. Nebraska _______ 
6. Missouri ________ 
7. Kansas __________ 

TotaL------· 

H. Rocky Mountain 
States 

1. Montana ..•••••• 
2. Idaho.----------

. 3. Wyoming ••••••• 
4. Colorado ________ 
6. New Mexico ••• _ 
6. Arizona _________ 

TotaL---···-

B 
1 
4 

10 
5 
2 

25 

47 t 
9 

---66··-
4 

126 • 

13 
2()1 
19 
201 
881 

110 I 

25 I 

7 
2618 
13 a 

71 !2 

25 
111 
6311 
15 ' 
26 
5 

135 te 

252 
41 I 

26' 
61 1 

153 • 

35 I 

Z7 
411 
10 1 
14 
82 7 
32 1 

19118 

8 
13 

22 
9 
7 I 

59 I 

$1,859,000 I $600,000 
Z'/2, 000 1 1, 735,000 

2, 946,000 ----6--- --59; 876," 000-13,799,000 
30,378,000 2 1, 299,000 

1, 406,000 1 2,269,000 

oo, ooo, ooo 1 11 65, '179, 000 

~J;::- :::;i===l==if~~: 
288,353,000 2_j 27,517,000 

7, 619,000 2 1,070,000 
11,489,000 31 7, 601,000 
16, 682, 000 39 1 21,110,000 
6, 324,000 14 5, 153,000 

16, 4.83, 000 8 5,902,000 

58,497,000 941 40,836,000 

5, 165,000 8 8,180,000 
2, 343,000 21 5, 097,000 
1, 891,000 17 3, 239,000 
3, 503,000 15 8,035, 000 

12,902,000 61 19,551,000 

3, 817,000 66 17,931,000 
1,114, 000 87 1 32,624,000 

13,341,000 153 43,031,000 
11~035, 000 22 9,326,000 

8,445, 000 18 I 3, 755,000 
887,000 21 6, 913,000 

42,639,000 367 1 113, 580, 000 

7, 285,000 Z7 7, 050,000 
11,111,000 154 I 67,793,000 
4,477, 000 31 8, 971,000 

14,757,000 182 1 60,034,000 

37,630,000 394 I 143, 848, 000 

4, 632,000 162 1 62,506,000 
2, 988,000 269 I 61,260,000 
3,832,000 196 81,373,000 
4, 643,000 142 I 74,032,000 
1, 665,000 135 47,984,000 
6, 963,000 102 t 41,209,000 
6, 888,000 102 I 30,171,000 

31,611,000 1,108 u 398, 525, 000 

6, 349,000 176 1 58,291,000 
4,419,000 571 26,252,000 

·6:ss7:ooo· 74 I 22,907,000 
55 14,707,000 

896,000 68' 29,984,000 
2, 455,000 301 14,620,000 

20,676,000 460 • 166, 761, 000 

Num
ber 

4 
2 
4 

16 
7 
3 

36 

{9 I 

9 

----82-4" 
7 

147 e 

15 
51 1 
581 
34" 1 
4.6 1 

204 • 

33 I 

28 
4311 
281 

132 22 

91 
98' 

20611 
37' 
44 
26 

50217 

52 2 
195 • 

67 I 

243 ' 

64714 

197 f 
296 1 
2371 
152 • 
149 
134 I 

134 ' 

1,299 28 

184 1 
70 l 
74 I 
77 
77 I 
37 • 

619ll 

• No data are available on failures of State banks in Connecticut. · 

Resources 

$2,459,000 
2,007,000 
2, 946,000 

73,675,000 
31,677,000 
3, 675,000 

116, 439, 000 

186, 605, 000 
7,157,000 

--ii9;426;ooo 
2,682,000 

315, 870, 000 

8,689,000 
19,090,000 
37,692,000 
11,4.77,000 
22,385,000 

99,333,000 

8, 345,000 
7,440,000 
5,130,000 

11,538,000 

32,453,000 

21,748,000 
33,738,000 
66,372,000 
24,361,000 
12,200,000 
7,800,000 

156, 219, 000 

14,335,000 
78,904,000 
13,448,000 
74,791,000 

181, 478, 000 

67,138,000 
64,238,000 
85,205,000 
78,675,000 
49,649,000 
48,172,000 
37,059,000 

430, 136, 000 

64,640,000 
30,671,000 
22,907,000 
21,264,000 
30,880,000 
17,075,000 

187, 437, 000 

TABLE 8.--Btate and National bank failures, by geographic divi-sions and 
States, 1900 to 19f5, divided into period8 preceding and following Jan
tl.artl 1~ 1920--Continued. 

State and National State and National 
bank failures 1900, bank failures Jan. 1, Totals, 1920-1926 

to Jan. 1, 1920 1920, to August, 1925 Geographic division 
and State 

Nnm- Resources Num- Resources ber ber 

I. Great Ba.fln 
Statu 

1. Utah ____________ 
2 $4,445,000 12 $6,963,000 

2. Ne'lada. -------- 14 916,000 -------- -------------
TotaL •••.••• 16 ! 5, 361,000 12 6, 963, ()()() 

J. Pacific CofJ8t 
Statu 

1. Washington____ 25 a 8,829,000 30 28,526,000 
2. Oregon__________ 10 e 731,000 24 13,853,000 
3. California.----- 34 1 27, 380, 000 9 6, 149, 000 

TotaL_______ 69 10 36,940,000 I 63 48,528,000 

Num-
ber 

14 
14 ! 

. 28 ! 

132 10 

Resources 

$11, 408, 000 
916,000 

12,324,000 

37,355,000 
14,584,000 
33,529,000 

85,468,000 

Grand totaL. 95514 585,269,000 ,2, 591 • 1,031,888,000 3,546 Jlll 1, 617,157,000 

Is this what you call " prosperity "? 
Mr. President, I want to call attention to the fact that when 

we had the greatest financial panic in the history of the United 
States in the agricultural area we were exporting to Europe 
three times the amount of agricultural products that we ever· 
had exported before the war. 

I ask to have printed in the REcoRD statistics compiled from 
the records of the Department of Commerce, and also copied 
from the Manufacturers' Record of August 30, 1923, showing 

· what the exports of farm products were before the war and 
after the war, until the year 1923, during that period of defla
tion, when the farmers of the country were going bankrupt 
because we were told we could not export farm products. These 
records will show that we averaged three times the amount ot 
exports of agricultural products during that time that we ever 
averaged before the war. The record shows that the exports 
of agricultural products have since the war been about three 
times greater than they ever were before the war. I quote the 
figures on these exports, which I took from the Manufacturers' 
Record of Augll$t .30, 1923. These figures were originally ob
tained from the Department of Commerce. I have checked 
them with the report of the Department of Commerce and I 
find them to be identical. 

I ask unanimous consent that these statistics may be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDE~TT. Is there objection? 
There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be printed 

in the RECORD, as follows : 
Agricultural products 

[From the Manufacturers' Record, Aug. 30, 1923] 

Wheat _______ •• ___ ••• ---•••• __ •••••• __ ••• --- •. bushels._ 
Corn .• _ •• ---------------------------------------do ..•• 

:!-~ey~====:::::::::::::::::-.::=:::::::::::::~g==== 
~~l~~~-~~~-t~===---==========::::::::::::::~g==== 
Wheat flour----------------------------------- barrels .. Oat meal and rolled oats _____________________ pounds .. 
Rice._ ..•. ____ . _____ .. _______ ••••.. _.---._. __ ._ .do •. _. 

~~~==:::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::~g==== 
Bacon. ___________ -------------.------------- .do ___ _ Ham and shoulders _____________________________ do ___ _ 
Butter .•• __ • ___ •. ____ ---.. ______ . __ .----___ ••••• do ..• _ 
Obeese _____ ---- ____ .. _. _. -- _____ --------------.do._ .. 
Milk, condensed and evaporated-----------------------Wheat, including flour _______________________ bushels •. 

Pre-war 
average 

66,913,228 
39,809,690 

854,765 
7,895, 521 
1, 511,000 
8,304, 203 

10,678,635 
24,297,000 
16,215,000 
79,368,000 

482, 159, 000 
188, 750, 000 
172,859,000 

3, 110,777 
2, 654,315 

16,473,782 
104, 967, 085 

Fiscal year 
1923 

154, 950, 971 
94,000,000 
51,410,000 
18,190,000 
2, 980,000 

18,573,000 
14,882,714 

123, 115,317 
318, 940,870 
749, 855, 325 
952, 641,705 
408, 282, ()()() 
318, 18G, 689 

9, 409,837 
8, 446,321 

157,000, 000 
221, 923, 184 

Mr. SHIPSTE.AD. The Department of Agriculture has as
serted that, as a result of deflation of agriculture by Federal 
reserve banks, agriculture values have been reduced $18,000,-
000,000. This is only a part of the price we have paid for hav
ing plices fixed against us. 

Mr. President, if this piece of legislation that has been 
proposed here for the relief of agriculture is economically un
sound, who has the effrontery to defend the economic sound
ness of these various pieces of legislation, price fixing, if you 
please, carrying with them the power to tax, that have re
sulted in the present condition of agticulture in the United 

. 
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States, and this long selies of bank failm·es, running into the 
billions? 

Is there anyone here who will assume responsibility for the 
economic soundness of the legislation that has been passed here 
for the last 25 or 30 years as a result of which we have this 
condition in the United States to-day, with exports of agri
cultural products larger than they have ever been before? 

I do not believe in bureaucracy, neither do I believe in 
prairie fire, but when the bureaucracy of price fixing. for trans
portation, for banking, for industry, is sweeping down upon 
us to destroy us, I am willing to start a back fire by creating 
another bureau in order to save agriculture from complete 
annihilation. Lilre any -other bureaucratic law, this law de
pends for suc<!ess or failure upon its executors who may be 
chosen to admini ter it. · 

The newspapers·have been carrying in headline" for the last 
four or five yeru.·s announcements of the tremendous prosperity 
of the industrial sections of the country. Of course they have 
been prosperous. Why should they not be prosperous? We 
have been feeding them for less than the cost of production, and 
when we take a leaf out of their book and come to Congre s 
and ask for a piece of legislation of the same kind and char
acter that Congress has granted to transportation, to banking, 
and to the industries, we are met with the old cry that we are 
proposing something that is economically unsound. 

'.rhe PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BROlJSSARD in the chair). 
The Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Let me say, in conclu~ion, that all we 
ask is that the industrial East shall pay the agricultural West 
for what they eat, and pay at least the cost of production. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I wish to state in as brief manner 
as possible my objections to the bill. In other words. I wish to 
summarize what I ha>e stated before, both in the last session 
and at the present time, upon this character of legislation. 

I know of no measure yet presented to deal with an im
portant problem which contains so many unsound features and 
involves such general bad results as the present unfinished 
business which is now before us. It propo ·es to handle the 
surplus by increasing its volume instead of reducing produc
tion or increasing consumption, a remedy which is worse than 
the disease, for any guaranty of the handling of a surplus 
which will maintain a higher price tilan economic conditions 
will warrant will be a stimulation of production instead of a 
retardation of production. The proposal to handle the surplus 
which is due to overproduction will stimulate overproduction 
instead of retarding it. 

The bill totally ignores the consuming public by denying 
to the public, through the President of the United States, the 
power to appoint the board, but, on the other hand, leaves to 
the industry interested the power to appoint that board, the 
most far-reaching step toward the sovietizing of industry that 
has yet ever been undertaken, and I am quite certain that it 
will be one of the determinants as to whether or not the bill 
will ever become a law. 

The bill proposes that the Government shall handle the sur
plus, which in the past has reached the enormous amotmt of 
$1,500,000,000, and while the bill suggests that this shall not be 
in operation except as the board may put it in operation, it does 
give the power to operate it whenever there is a surplus. Any
one who can think two thoughts in a row knows that there is 
always a surplus, which means that this is to be a continuing 
operation. 

The bill propose's to deal with this enormous surplus by the 
Government entering into agreements by contract with the 
millers and the packers and the ginners, guaranteeing these 
agencies against any loss. It is written in the bill, and thus we 
have the Government itself undertaking to handle, through a 
board, the surplus that amounts to $1,500,000,000 worth of 
property through agencies like the packers, with the packers 
suffering no losses, but with the losses to be made up by the 
producer under Government direction. If there is any such 
approach of guaranty to special agencies by the Government 
in any legislation that has ever been proposed, I know nothing 
about it. Oh, it is said, on the one hand, this is not a price
fixing agency, and yet the Senator who has just taken his seat 
[l\1r. SHIPSTEAD] has insisted that it is a price-fixing agency 
and excuses it by urging that it is not different from the Inter
state Commerce Commission or other agencies like the Federal 
Reserve Board, and so forth. 

That is a concession to our contention which can not be here 
contradicted, because it can not be successfully controverted, 
t.llat it. is either a Government fixing of the price or else it is 
the creating of a Government agent with which it contracts 
t.o fix the price itself without any control by the Government, 
for the contracts that are ente~d into cite· the Government of 
the United States as the party of the first part and the packers 

and millers as the ·parties of the second part, and if the Govern
ment does not fix the price at which the packers shall sell, th{m 
it len.ves the packers the freedom to :fix it in accordance with 
their own wish, guaranteed against any loss in the transaction, 
and that guaranty made by the Government. Take your choice 
of either hOI·n of the dilemma. If it is Government price fixing, 
then it is pernicious. If it is not Government price fixing, then 
it is pernicious that the~e irresponsible agencies, guaranteed 
against losses by the Government itself, can fix the prices with
out regard to the public welfare. 

I claim, Mr. President, that if this is an entrance upon price 
fixing by the Government in any exchange of goods by private 
interests, there is no limit to what it will ultimately mean to 
the public welfare. I do not think anyone has any serious 
thought about what the Senator from Minnesota has just stated, 
that we are fixing prices through a Government commission of 
transportation. Le me say to him and to all others that the 
only reason why the Government regulates railroad rates is to 
keep them down in the interest of the public who use the roads. 
The railroad is a public function. Only in the degree that it is 
public does the Government interfere. The Government only 
interferes in the interest of the public to keep down the price 
which otherwise the railroads would or, at least, might put upon 
the shipping public, and not to increase the price upon the 
public a this bill proposes to do. 

Here is a ·proposal to induce the Government under contract 
to lift the price, and it is a price of private industry which has 
no public function, with which the Government has nothip.g to 
do. If the raising of wheat were a . public function like the 
transportation of wheat by the railroads, in ~hich the public 
were the third party interested and upon whose interests trans
portation e:\..'ists. then we conld introduce the Government-for 
what purpose? To keep down the price so that it would not be 
exorbitantly charged on the public. That is the purpose of 
limiting the amount which the railroads may charge and the 
only basis upon which the Go>ernment can act. 

I apologize for taking as much time. upon such an insignifi
cant utterance as that the Government is regulating railroad 
rates, and that gives us the right as a government to regulate 
the price of wheat or the price of corn or the price of swine. 
It is too ridiculous for anyone to consider for a second. 

1\Ir. President, these losses are to be assessed in tile form of 
an equalization fee to be assessed as a tax upon the producer 
without his consent and without counseling him. I hold that 
that can not be done under the constitutional privileges of the 
people of the country. I have no doubt that when it reaches 
the courts there will be a speedy decision upon the matter. 

'l'he proposal will injuriously affect the livestock industry in 
any State of the Union which is in competition with the live
stock raiser of an adjoining cotmtry, because the purpose of the 
bill is to keep up the price at home of the corn that is fed to 
the American hogs and to permit the corn sold as surplus to 
be sold at less than the American consumer pays. That en
ables the Canadian hog raiser to feed corn costing him less 
than the American hog raiser must pay, because the very pur
pose of the bill is to make a difference between the cost of the 
article at home and the cost of the article that is shipped 
abroad. When the American bog raiser enters into competi
tion with the Canadian hog raiser, if the American hog raiser 
has to feed corn costing a higher price than the Canadian hog 
raiser will ha>e to pay, and if the Canadian hog raiser buys 
that cheaper corn from the American producer in order to keep 
up the price of corn here at home, it gives the Canadian hog 
raiser a distinctive advantage in the markets of the world, to 
our disadvantage. I am quite sure that when we estimate the 
2,000,000,000 pounds of pork which is sold in a year in the ex
port markets in competition with whatever is sold by a com
petitor north o;r south of us, the American farmer will begin to 
note the effect of the legislation upon animal industry. 

l\Ir. President, the bill in a way is sectional, as everyone must 
admit. I think it is inequitable. I believe it is unjust in its 
operations upon the public. It includes all tile consumers, and 
a greater portion of the producers are concerned without their 
consent and even without consulting them. Here is a plan 
where two or three members of a self-selected board can per
petually fasten upon the entire population of the United States, 
against their will, a perpetual burden in the interest of but a 
mere fraction of the people. What do I mean by that state
ment? The few States which produce 50 per cent and more of 
the corn-and there are only a few of them-when the bill 
becomes operative upon corn, will have two or three represen
tatives on the board in the districts representing 50 per cent of 
the production of corn who, against the will of 9 or 10 other 
men re}lresenting all the people of all the other States and. in spite 
of then· oppo~itiQn to it, can cause it to go on perpetually, be-
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cau.,e the bill provides that when once put in operation it can 
not be discontinued until those members of the board represent
ing 50 per cent of the production of the article in question vote 
to discontinue it. I can not imagine anything that will produce 
more prolific opposition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WILLIS in the chair). 
The time of the Senator from Ohio has expired. 

l\Ir. FESS. 1\fr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. I have 
spoken 15 minutes on the bill. Have I not 15 minutes on the 
amendment? 

l\Ir. McNARY. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. l\fcNARY. That point was raised this morning, and I 

presented the view, which the Chair sustained, that a Senator 
has only 15 minutes on all amendments and the bill and the 
sub titute. 

:Mr. FESS. Ob, that can not be correct. :Mr. President-
l\fr. McNARY. That ques1don has been ruled upon this 

morning. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The present occupant of the 

chair was not in the chair at that time, so be is somewhat at 
a loss as to the ruling to make on this question. 

l\Ir. FESS. I ask the Presiding Officer to read the unani
.mous-consent agreement. It is perfectly clear. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The agreement has been construed and 
that construction has been enforced. 
· Mr. FESS: In the interest of saving time, I shall not in
sist upon it if I may put into the RECORD tlu·ee other objec
tions which I have to the bill. 

1\fr. l\fcNARY I have no objection at all to the Senator 
doing that. 

1\fr. FESS. I shall not insist if that will be acceptable. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. · Without objection, the Sen

ator has permission to do sb. 
The matter referred to is as follows: 
(8) This state of socialistic control, where a small minority be

comes the dictator, will throw the Nation into a campaign between 
those producers and all the consumers who, in the end, will fix the 
producer where the last stage will be many times worse than the first. 

(9) This coalition of block interests in which open bids are made 
for votes has reduced legislation to its worst stage and has dis
played Congress in its worst light. 

If, for any reason, this bill becomes a law, the courts will cer
tainly pronounce it void ; and in case it does not reach the courts 
in due time it will not be long until a revulsion of the better judg
ment of our people will break into a storm unlike anything we -have 
yet seen. 

The popular judgment against greenbaclrlsm and 16 to 1 fallacies 
will be but gentle zephyrs to a cyclone when compared with what will 
greet this conglomeration of economic and political nonsense. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will 'state it. 
1\fr. KING. I inquire of the Chair and also of the Senator 

from Oregon [Mr. 1\fcN.ARY] whether the interpretation of the 
unanimous-con ent agreement is that upon the amendments 
and upon the bill itself or substitutes but 15 minutes of debate 
are permitted to each Senator? 

Ur. McNARY. The Chair, after considering th'e inquiry this 
morning, determined that the spirit and letter of the agree
ment were that one period of 15 minutes was all the time that 
any Senator had on the bill and the amendments. 

Mr. KING. I am sure, Mr. President, that there would have 
been dissent from the unanimous-consent agreement if that 
construction had been insisted upon at tlle time it was asked 
for. 

Mr. McNARY. That was the evident intention and is the 
interpretation· that has been given to the unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the Chair make this state
ment. If the present occupant of the chair had been called 
on to decide the matter, he would have decided it in view of 
this language, to wit: 
and that after the hour of 3 o'clock p. m. on the calendar day of 
Thursday, February 10, 1927, no Senator shall speak more than once 
or longer than 15 minutes upon tbe bill or upon any amendment offered 
thereto. 

Had the present' occupant of the chair been called upon to 
decide the matter, he would have held that there would be 
15 minutes allowed to each Senator on th'e amendments and 15 
minutes on the bill itself; but that question is not now raised. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Secretary may read the telegram which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FEas in the chair). With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The l~oislative clerk read ns follows: 

COLUMBUS, OHIO, FebrU£17"Y 11, 19?1. 
Hon . . CHABLES. L. MCNAllY, 

United States Senate, Wasl!ington~ D. 0.: 
Sentiment of Ohio farmers very strong for McNary-Haugen hlll. 

Conditions worse here than one year ago. Land values in Ohio de
preciated $1,250,000,000 slnce 1920. Farms now selling at 35 per cent 
below pre-war valuations. One farm of nearly 5,000 acres was bid in 
by creditors recently for $75 per acre. Five years ago it sold for $231 
per acre. Another farm 1n Marion County of 435 acres wA bought 
for less than $65 per acre by mortgagee, the Kentucky Land Bank 
Co. Ten years ago this farm sold for $100 per acre. Banks are full 
ef frozen farm paper, consisting of mortgage note~ many of which 
have not even interest paid. Insurance companies having h~>.avy loans 
on farms, now doubly scared because of corn-borer menace are threat-
ening to withdraw all loans from Ohio, ' 

CH.AS. v. TRUAX, 

Di.rectat· of ~ot·icultut'e. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, in new of the telegram which 
has just been read at the desk I think, as one of the repre
sentatives from Ohio in this body, I should make some com
ment upon it. I do not at all object to the gentleman who 
signed the telegram giving his expres ion of opinion, but, merely 
that there may be no misunder tanding about it, I should like 
to say that while, of course, in this body political considerations 
have no influence-that is understood by everybody [laughter]
the gentleman who signs this telegram is of the oppo. ite politi
cal faith, and this question has become a very active political 
issue in the State of Ohio. 1\fr. Truax, director of agriculture 
has a right to his opinion; but he has no right to speak, a~ 
he assumes to speak, for the attitude of the farmers of Ollio 
unless my information is entirely wrong-- ' 

Mr. GOODING ro ·e. 
Mr. WILLIS. Just let me finish this statement; because. 

within a week the Ohio Farm Bureau Federation, which I 
think, is truly representative of the farmers of Ohio held a 
meeting in the city of Columbus, not a meeting of a f~w direc
tors but a meeting of the actual representatives of the Farm 
Bureau Fede1·ation, and the subject was fully discussed. After 
it had been fully discussed, by a vote of 116 to 16 they voted 
against the bill which this gentleman states in the telegram is 
favored by the farmers of Ohio. I submit, Mr. President and 
Senators, that the actual farmers themselves know as well 
what the sentiment of the Ohio farmer is as does this gentle
man who is holding a political office and seeking to make a 
political issue out of thi.J question in Ohio. Now I yield to 
the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. GOODING. I wish to ask the Senator from Ohio if he 
thinks the telegram states the truth in regard to the condition 
of the farmers of Ohio? 

Mr. WILLIS. No; I do not. 
Mr. GOODING. Then, the Senator thinks the author of the 

telegram does not know what be is taking about when he makes 
the statements which are contained in the telegram? 

Mr. WILLIS. Of course, I do not undertake to analyze his 
motives or anything of that kind, but I do not believe that the 
conditions which he says exist really do exist in Ohio. I have 
the means which every other Senator has of keeping somewhat 
in touch with his constituents, and no such condition as that 
which this gentleman describes has been brought to my atten
tion. I wish to say also that, according to the correspondence 
which I have had with the farmers of Ohio, four-fifths of those 
with whom I have communicated are oppo ed to this bill, be
cause they understand perfectly well that this bill is so drawn 
as to penalize the Ohio farmer who can·ies on diver ified farm
ing in order to pay a premium to the one-crop farmer of the 
West. In my opinion, the farmers of Ohio are not for this 
bill. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
1\fr. WILLIS. Yes. 
Mr. NEELY. What is the political faith of the farmers 

whose convention adopted the resolution opposing the measure? 
Mr. 'VILLIS. I do not know, but I do 1.~ow that it was 

representative of the farmers of Ohio. I can not tell the Sena
tor the political o·pinion of a single member of that organi-
zation. . 

As I was saying, 1\Ir. President, the farmers of Ohio under
stand this situation perfectly well, particularly in view of the 
fact that the sponsors of this bill will refuse to have placed 
within its provisions numerous important farm products that 
are raised in Ohio. • 

The amendment which has been offered by the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. NEELY] may be adopted; I do not know as 
to that, but the amendment which was offered by the Senator 
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from New Hampshire [Mr. MosEs], I dare say, will not be 
adopted. There is no opportunity to glean votes for this bill 
by putting in the items covered by the amendment of the 
Senator from New Hampshire; but when other items are added 
they have been added with the idea that such action would 
produ<!e so many votes here or there. 

1\lr. GOODING. Mr. President, would the Senator vote for 
the bill if those items were included? 

Mr. WILLIS. I would not. 
Mr. GOODING. I thought so. 
Mr. WILLIS. I will not vote for a proposition that is un

sound economically and which will come back to plague the 
Senator and the farmers in his State of Idaho. He will have a 
job of explaining to do when one of the farmers of his State 
hauls a load of wheat to the market and is called upon to turn 
over a certain percentage of the value of his pro<;luct--

Mr. GOODING. No; I shall have no difficulty about that. 
Mr. WILLIS. The Senator can not interrupt me until I com

plete the sentence-to turn over a certain proportion of what 
he has received for the benefit of somebody, some airy, mythi
cal board somewhere. Now, I yield to the Senator. 

1\Ir. GOODING. I am going to say to the Senator that I 
have already explained to the farmers of Idaho; and the farm 
organizations, including the grange of Idaho, have all gone on 
record in favor of this bill. 

Mr. WILLIS. That is fine. [Laughter.] 
Mr. GOODING. So the Senator need not worry about my 

position. 
Mr. WILLIS. But the Senator will have another job of ex

plaining, for, while the Senator in his very happy way may 
have explained the theory of this measure to them--

Mr. GOODING. Oh, no ; not that alone. 
1\Ir. WILLIS. I am talking about what he will have to ex

plain when the farmer is actually called upon to turn over a 
portion of his money for the benefit of somebody else, a trans
action which, in my judgment, is absolutely unconstitutional. 
Has it come to pass in this country that Congress can enact a 
law to take money from A and put it into B's pocket? 

1\Ir. GOODING. Ob, no; Mr. President, that is not what the 
bill does. 

1\ir. WILLIS. That is exactly what this bill does, and that is 
w by I am opposed to the bill. 

Mr. NEELY and Mr. GOODING addressed the Chair. 
'l.'he PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield; and if so, to whom 1 
Mr. WILLIS. I yield to the Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. NEELY. May I not assure the Senator from Ohio that 

if the amendment which I have propQsed is adopted the benefits 
of the bill will be extended not only to the farmers who produce 
basic agricultural commodities but also to the grape growers 
of California, the melon growers of Colorado, Arizona, and the 
Ohio Valley, where the Senator lives, and to the apple pro
ducers, the buckwheat growers, and the potato raisers of West 
Virginia-and, by the way, West Virginia raises the yery best 
buckwheat, potatoes, and apples the world has ever seen, just 
as she produces in unlimited quantities the :firlest coal the earth 
has ever yielded to man. 

Mr. WILLIS. With the exception of the last parts of the 
statement of the Senator from West Virginia I might be willing 
to accede to it; but does the Senator think his amendment 
will be adopted? 

Mr. NEELY. I feel quite sure that it will be, and it will 
also probably include the producers of the buckwheat which is 
served at the White House, and which is probably grown some
where in New England. 

Mr. WILLIS. It is very unfortunate that the Senator who 
now occupies the floor has not had the opportunity of tasting 
that delightful viand of which the Senator from West Virginia 
is speaking now with such authority. 

Mr. NEELY. No; I have never tasted a crumb from the 
President's table nor a drop from his cup. 

:Mr. WILLIS. Is that so? [Laughter.] 
Mr. NEELY. I assure the Senator from Ohio that it is. 
Mr. WILLIS. If the Senator should vote for the pending 

bill and it should become a law and be put into operation, he 
will have to eat somewhere outside the State of West Virginia, 
because I am sure the farmers will not permit him to eat there. 
[Laughter]. 

l\Ir. NEELY. Mr. President, the Senator is either facetious 
or mistaken, or both, they will not only permit me to eat there, 
but they will be generous enough to invite the Senator from 
Ohio to West Virginia and provide him a feast or at least a 
square meal. [Laughter.] 

Mr. CARAWAY. And they will have something to eat. 

Mr. NEELY. Provided my amendment is adopted and the 
bill becomes a law. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, how much time have I left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Ohio has 

four minutes left. 
Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, the relllal·k which has been 

made by the Senator from West Virginia and also the remarks 
made by my friend f1·om Idaho remind me that not only is 
the Farm Bureau Federation of the State of Ohio opposed to 
this bill but the grange of the State of Ohio is opposed to 
the bill. However, I should not like to have it understood, 
so far as I am concerned, that my attitude upon this bill or 
any other measure is controlled by what is said by any par
ticular organization. I am opposed to this bill, Mr. President, 
because it is wrong in principle, because it is unsound economi
cally, because it is contrary to the Constitution of the United 
States, and because it is absolutely unworkable. 

I was about to say that if this bill ~hall become a law
which in my judgment it never will-it will come back to 
plague the men who vote for it. We have not yet reached 
that condition in this \ Government where, as I suggested a 
little while ago, we can pass a law to take money from one 
man and give it to another. It will be found that if this bill 
should pass both Houses and receive the approval of the Presi
dent, which in my judgment it will not, then it will not stand 
the test in the courts, and it ought not to stand in the courts, 
because it is absolutely out of harmony with the principles of 
American legislation and the American Constitution. 

I wish to say further, regarding the suggestion made by the 
Senator from West Virginia, that I compliment him if he has 
received assurance that his amendment is to be adopted. I 
do not complain about its ~erits. I have been told, also, that 
an amendment is to be offered, or has been offered, to include 
tobacco, and, if such an amendment shall be adopted, probably 
it will be productive of some votes. If the Senator from West 
Virginia has been able to secure an agreement to the effect 
that his amendment will be adopted, I think he ha.s accom
plished something, because, as I said on this floor yesterday 
if this is a wise measure there can be no reason given-and 
there has been no reason given-why its provisions should not 
apply to agricultural products other than those which are 
named in the bill. · 

1\Ir. NEELY. 1\Ir. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator fro~ Ohio 

yield to the Senator from West Virginia'? 
Mr. WILLIS. I yield for a. brief question. 
Mr. l'I~ELY. I have no assurances regarding my amend· 

ment, excepting those implied in the numerous favorable com· 
ments that have been made by my colleagues. Furthermore 
the Republican side of the aisle has recently been quotin,; 
Thomas Jefferson so liberally that-- " 

Mr. WILLIS. 0 Mr. President, it is quite useless for the 
Senator from West Virginia to undertake to quote Thomas 
Jefferson in this matter, for everything that Jefferson ever 
said or did in a political way is opposed to this type of pater
nalistic legislation. So the Senator might qtl.ote Jefferson from 
now until sundown, but he would not find anything in his 
quotation in favor of this type of legislation. 

Mr. NEELY. Will the Senator permit me to complete my 
statement! 

Mr. WILLIS. I will if it will not take too long. 
Mr. NEELY. I was going to say that those on the Republican 

side haye recently become so Democratic that they now ought 
to practice what they preach and do justice to all-not except
ing those who are engaged in the oldest and the most essential 
indusn·y in the world-namely, agriculture. 

Mr .. WILLIS. I am following distinguished leadership. I 
hold ·m my hand a copy of the RECORD that contains the speech 
that was made by the Democratic leader, the distinguished 
Senator from At·kansas, when this bill was under consideration 
a year ago. Here is what he said, in part--

1\Ir. NEELY. Bas he not since seen the light? 
Mr. WILLIS. The Senator from At·kansas-and he is a man 

of ability and character-said then : 
I do not believe that the power exists in the Federal Government to 

levy such a fee--

That is, an equalization fee-
whether it be called a tax or a mere charge for service. If that power 
exists, I do not believe that it ought to be exercised against the con
sent or without the consent of the persons to be charged. 

That was good Democratic doctrine a year ago. It is good 
Democratic doctrine now. It is good American doctrine; and I 
call upon Senators upon the other side of the aisle to rally to 
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the HUPI>Ort of their leader and stand by the proposition: that 
he announced a year ago ; and if in the meantime he has been 
::;educed from his position, I regret it. 

:.\Ir. NEELY. Mr. President, does the Senator not know that 
the Sf'nator from Arkansas [l\Ir. RoBINSON] became a convert 
to the ~IcNary bill? 

l\lr. 'VILLIS. I am sorry that he has. 
:.\!r. NEELY. · Of course, I do not assume to speak for the 

able Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBINSON], but I have been 
informed that he purposes t() vote for the bill. 

Mr. WILLIS. If that be the case, I am exceedingly sorry. 
1\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. 1\Ir. President, in approach

ing the subject matter of this bill, which has been so exhaus
tively discussed on this :floor by various Senators, I am deeply 
. ensible of the very g1·eat importance of its deliberati()n and 
final determination to the g~neral welfare and economic pros
perity of our people. 

I do not believe personally that any thinking man who has 
listened to the arguments in debate made by the proponents of 
this bill in this body could fail to be impressed by the extraor
dinary sincerity that actuates th.eir utterances. I am equally 
sure that no thinking man who has had the opportunity of 
surveying and speculating upon general conditions that exist 
in the great farming communities of our country, where the 
heart of the agricultural industry is centered, and who has 
seen and instinctively felt the distress, the impoverishment, the 
deprivation, and the mise1·able state in which those of the farm
ing class find themselves ca.n fail to be sorrowed by their 
plight. And if at this the time when a series of events, some
times unconnected, have laid them low financially, foreclosed 
the mortgages on many of their homes, and caused them to 
suffer unmentionable economic burdens, we are unable to agree 
upon the remedies that would erase their troubles and restore 
their good fortune, we are at least unanimously agreed that they 
are deserving of the greatest consideration that this Govern
ment. can possibly bestow upon them without sacrificing the 
interests of the great body of American laboring men and 
American middle-class workers wh() have to depend for the 
continuance of Ame"tican standards of living upon the reason
able price of agricultural products. 

While I stand ready and willing to support any sound move
ment that may be instituted in this body that is designed to 
revitalize the bloodless condition of the farmer's financial 
corpu , I have reached the conclusion that the present bill will 
not function to cure the defects in the agricultural situation 
and redound to the economic betterment of the farmer, but, to 
the contrary, will produce a very serious misadjustment in our 
economic order that is likely to have very dangerous, over
powering, and-if I may be permitted to draw on the views of 
some distinguished colleagues in this body-quite disastrous 
1·esults to industry and to agriculture itself. 

Mr. President, this bill clearly falls within the class of private 
legislation. It is special, it is privileged, it is a benefit con
ferred upon a single group within the Government. It is the 
sort of a benefit that has never been sought before by any 
group. It is more· than a tariff, because a tadff on these prod
ucts already exists. It is a device, which one class asks the 
Government to set up, that will sti.:fle and choke competition 
and establish an agricultural monopoly to supplement our other 
trusts. It will block off the normal channels of trade and will 
in the end put the United States Government into the rather 
dubious busines of constructing an ID'tificial buttress to sup
port high prices in the interest of a special and private class. 

The bill is an abuse of public and governmental function. 
},ar from operating to enhance the well-being of the whole 
Nation, it invokes the use of governmental machinery for and 
in behalf of a single unit in our population. We propose to 
establish the precedent of putting our hands into the Treasm·y 
vaults and taking away a bounty to use for the benefit of a 
private class in a private business. 

Where will the process end? Will we not be swamped by ap
plications for similar treatment from every possible class or 
group that is languishing economically, either through lack of 
foresight and business judgment OT on account of the ordinary 
movements of economic law operating on world trade and 
finance? 

That the effect of this bill extends a marked advantage to 
foreign labor and foreign consumers is manifest. We are dump
ing the surplus of what we produce here in this country, which 
would ordinarily remain in this country and help determine 
general price levels upon foreign markets at diminished pqces. 
lf, on the other hand, the policy provided in the operation of 
the bill of storing the surplus to await more favorable market
ing conditions. were adopted, we should be conferring a benefit 
ur10n Canadian, South American, and other national producers 

by allowing them to gain as a result of the diminished supply 
of farm products going into the world market. 

The argument has also been advanced that this bill will ex
tend to the farmer the same privileges of protection that other 
industries enjoy under the protective tariff laws. From a logical 
standpoint it would therefore appear that anyone who believes 
in the principle of high protective tariff ought to believe in the· 
application of that principle to the farmer. 

I have never been a believer -in the system of gro sly high
protective tariffs-perhaps, to be more accurate, I ought to call 
them prohibitive taliffs-because under the present laws we not 
only pr()tect American industry but in many cases we have 
practically created a monopoly in certain products for Amer
ican industrialists. 

There is a necessity which no sane person can doubt for 
placing a check of a reasonable sort upon the promiscuous and 
voluminous importation of cheap foreign goods. That is an 
axiomatic fact, incidental to and required by the higher stand
ards of wages, working conditions, living, and education prev
alent here over those in Europe and other parts of the world. 

Let us analyze the argument of analogy of this bill to the 
protective tariff, and see what the arguments disclose. 

The tariff keeps goods out and deals with imports. This bill 
sends goods out and deals with exports. The tariff collects· 
a charge upon the 'admission of goods ; this bill not only collects 
a charge upon the export of gooos but artificially I'aises the 
domestic prices, and, in addition, cr~ates a fund to export goods, 
which is in reality nothing more than a subsidy, and then au
thorizes and permits Amm·ican goods to be sold in world markets 
at lower cost than in the market at home. Ultimately, when 
the goods have been so sold in foreign markets, there is, to be 
sure, some returns ; but there is also an advantage conferred 
upon foreign purchasers and consumers, in that they a1·e enabled 
to buy the exportable surplus of food products and cotton at a 
price that is actually lower than the same commodities are sold 
for at home. We are thus not only granting a protective tariff 
and subsidizing American agriculture but we are subsidizing 
foreign industries and foreign populations and extending them 
a gratuity which in the long run, in my opinion, will enable 
them to outcompete and undersell us in the world markets in 
practically every line of trade and commerce where we enter 
into world competition. 

It may be, as has been sajd by some, that the superior pro
ductivity of American capital will offset to a degree these dis
advantages; but I can see no sound reason for putting such 
an onerous burden upon the backs of our industry, and yielding 
up such a patent advantage to the ind11stries abroad. 

As I look over the list of commodities that have been in
cluded in this bill to receive the several benefits · of it, I won
der that the p1·oponents of this legislation have stopped so 
short. They have not only included the ordinary agricultural 
products, but they have included cotton, which is an indis
pensable and vital raw material in the textile manufacture. 
In this connection, let me say that the textile industry located 
in the Eastern Atlantic States has suffered a severe depression 
during late years; that thousands of people iri the States 
where this industry is located ha~e been out of employment 
and on the border line of impoverishment; that investors have 
met with heavy losses. But this textile industry has not 
asked the Government to go into the business of exporting 
cotton goods ; this textile industry has not come to Washing
ton with its arms stretched out to the 1\Iembers of Congress 
pleading that the Treasury of the United States sub idize its 
operations in the competitive :field. The textile industry and 
every other industry of whose recent hist()ry I am aware, of 
whose trade practices I have information, have taken their 
losses, and have weathered the period of depression, and. have 
gone through the so-called " thin years " by trying to handle 
their own problems, by trying to pull themselves back on to their 
feet, by revising their output to conform t() demand, by letting 
the price levels keep pace with those demands that economic 
law dictates; and I have an abiding faith that when the up
ward swing towru·d a period of ' prosperity is begun again the 
textile industry will be the :first to welcome it ·if the necessi
ties of the case mean anything. But, as I said, to lay down a 
precedent of this sort that uses Treasury funds and the ma
chinery of the Government to carry on the business of a pri
vate group that bas only private interests and that has no 
direct connection with the public weal, would open ·the door to 
every form of political logrolling of which, the L()rd knows, 
we have already too much. 

I suggest to the proponents of this bill that they might in
sert a provision that would benefit the cranberry growers of 
Cape Coo, the apple g1·owers of New England, the grape grow
ers throughout the c~untry, and the producers of any other 
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diversified products that might enjoy the subsidies granted in 
this bill. 

In conclusion, my objections to this bill may be summarized 
as follows: 

First. Its aim and its effect, so far as it accomplishes the 
purpose of its framers, is to raise the cost of the farm products 
affected and thereby increase the cost of living of industrial 
wage earners generally. In the case of cotton, especially, 
there is the double effect of increasing the cost of clothing 
and lessening the demand for factory goods, tending thereby 
to lower wages and increase unemployment. 

Second. It diverts the attention of the farmer: from pur
suing real remedies and gives him a false hope. His diffi
culties, in part, lie in eliminating the wastes and reducing the 
costs of production and distribution, and also in reducing un
profitable production. 

Third. In the long run, the plan is far more likely to injure 
the average farmer, directly as well as indirectly, than to 
yield him the expected benefits. The immediate effect of its 
enactment must be to cause farmers generally to believe that 
its operation will insure them a fair profit, whether the s~ason 
shall prove favorable or adverse. Reason and experience 
combine to make it certain that overproduction will at once 
be i.llcreased, and increased at a higher average cost. With 
the surplus increases that must result, the operation of the 
act must break down, probably after obtaining from Congress 
large additional appropriations, and must therefore finally 
entail a heavy cost upon the taxpayer generally. · 

Fourth. While the scheme continues to operate it will benefit 
foreign consumers and producers at the expense of consumers 
in the United States. If wheat, for instance, is held in storage 
here to keep it out of the market, Canadian wheat raisers will 
obtain higher prices for their wheat both at home and in _the 
export trade, because of the withdrawal of our stored surplus 
from the world market. If " dumping" instead of storage is 
resorted to, the beneficiaries will be the foreign consumers. . 

Fifth. The pr:oposed replenishing of the "revolving fund " by 
assessing a sales tax, called an " equalization fee," upon trans
fers of the "stabilized" products from producer to middleman 
or manufacturer, is of very doubtful constitutionality and would 
be unworkable in practice, because of the vast number of deal
ers and transfers involved. If the courts permit its collection 
to be attempted at all, the tax that is collected will be ulti
mately borne by the consumer rather than by tfie producer. 
What is most probable is that no "equalization fee " will ever 
be collected, that the "stabilization fund" (with subsequent 
additions) will be exhausted, and that the cost of the futile 
experiment will be borne by the general taxpayer. 

Sixth. The passage of this bill will bring upon the next Con
gress a flood of demands for special legislation in the-interest 
of other classes of producers, agricultural and industrial, also. 
The apple growers of northern New England, the cranberry 
raisers of Cape Cod and New Jersey, the citrus growers of Cali
fornia and Florida, and many other agricultural groups produce 
surpluses which could hardly be refused similar "stabilization" 
without laying Congress and the Federal farm board open to 
just charges of class discrimination, and already some of the 
smaller manufacturing corporations are demanding Government 
loans at low rates, such as this bill contemplates, on the ground 
that their big competitors are forcing them out of business or 
into monopolistic combines by controlling and curtailing their 
bank credits. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, I shall vote against this bill. 
Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, the agricultural situation has 

not improved materially since this question was discussed in 
the Senate last June. In fact, in many places in the South and 
Mid West conditions are, if anything, worse than they were 
last year, worse than they have been in many years. More 
banks have failed, mortgages have been foreclosed on more 
farms, more farmers have been forced to leave their homes. 
There is undoubtedly more real hardship, more discontent, more 
dissatisfaction in general among the farmers than there bas 
been before in this generation, to say the least. 

There is more demand for constructive farm legislation, to 
give the farmer honest marketing conditions, than ever before 
from the farmers themselves, from business men, bankers, 
wholesalers, and manufacturers. 

The purchasing power of the farmer has been continually 
going down since 1920, and manufacturers of all kinds are 
beginning to feel it 

Mr. President, a great deal has been said pro and con on 
this farm-relief question. I want to comment briefly on just 
a few of the statements that have been made recently. 

Yesterday the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. MosES], 
comparing the State of New Hampshire with th~t of No~ 

Dakota, made the statement that the per capita · income tax 
of New Hampshire was $7, as compared with the per capita 
income tax paid in North Dakota of $2. He goes on to say 
in the very next paragraph the purpose of this proposed farm
relief measure is to take money out of the Federal Treasury 
and give it to a favored class of people. 

I can not quite understand what the Senator meant by that. 
I tried to ask him yesterday, but he refused to yield to me. 
He says this bill will favor the farmers of North Dakota to 
the detriment of the farmers of his State. Yet he admits that 
the average income tax in New Hampshire is $7, as compared 
with $2 in North Dakota. Yet he talked about a favored class. 
Are the favored class those who have an income tax to pay 
or · those who are so poor they have no income tax whatever? 

The farmers of North Dakota do not pay income taxes, nor 
do the farmers of New Hampshire. It is the manufacturers 
in New Hampshire who pay the income taxes, and newspaper 
men, and other business and professional men. 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLEAN] made a state
ment yesterday that rather amused me. He said: 

The greatest danger that overhangs the western farmer to-day is 
his ballot. 

Apparently the Senator from the Nutmeg State means to 
infer that the farmers of the great Middle West are not in
telligent enough to use the ballot wisely. That may be so, and 
yet statistics show that the voters of the Middle Western 
States vote in higher percentage than in any other section of 
the Nation ; and magazine writers of great note have compli
mented the Middle West States upon that fact, drawing the 
~nclusion that the people in that section know more about 
bow they are voting than the voters in any other section of 
the Nation do, and I think that is correct. 

The Senator from Connecticut made the statement that this 
was a price raising bill. That is what we intend- that the 
measure shall do--raise prices for the farmers on certain farm 
products-and if it will raise them on the important produets, 
it will raise them on all farm products undoubtedly. 

Last spring in an argument on the tax measure the senior 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLEAN] made the statement 
that one-fourth of 1 per cent of the people paid 90 per cent 
of the income taxes. Yet Senators from the New England 
States talk about the favored farmers who are going to get 
the benefit of this law. One-fourth of 1 per cent of the people 
pay 90 per cent of the income taxes, showing that if there is 
any favored class· it is those people who are able to pay income 
taxes. 

Both of the Senators from Ohio--and Ohio is an agricultural 
State beyond any question-have made some rather remarkable 
statements, and especially about the condition of the farmers 
in that State. Some 10 years ago I made my first trip through 
the State of Ohio, and I was very much interested, in look
ing out of the car windows, to see on the farms those .old
fashioned, zigzag rail fences. C<>ming through there last year 
again, I saw the same rail fences, and some of the farm build
ings tumbling down, not having seen a repairman or a paint 
brush in the last 10 years, in the great old State of Ohio. 
That does not indicate that the farmers are very prosperous. 
They are not prosperous in Ohio or any other State in this 
Union. It is true that some of the old rail fences had been 
repaired a little by the farmer laying a barbed wire· across the 
top to keep the old cow from jumping over, but that was about 
the only kind of repair I could see in the old State of Ohio on 
the farms. 

Just a few moments ago I heard a statement by a distin
guished Senator from one of the Southern States who said: 
" The farmers down in my country do not need to worry about 
this bill. If it will not do them any good, it can not do them 
any harm. They are now as poor as they can be." That is 
about the situation all over the Nation. 

The opponents· of this measure say that it is unconstitutional. 
Of course, anyone who says this measure is unconstitutional is 
only making a guass, and the Supreme Com1: will have the last 
guess. I would be willing to wager that if this measure shall 
be passed, and shall go before the Supreme Court, there will 
not be a unanimous opinion on it one way or the other by that 
court. The term "unconstitutional" is very familiar to me, 
because it is always the last argument of the financial interest 
crowd who are opposed to any progressive legislation for the 
benefit of farmers, the last resort, to take such measures to 
court and block them there, if they can not block them in 
any other way. 

Mr. President, one of our Democratic friends said he was 
opposed to this measure because it would tend to put the 
farmers on an equality with the manufacturers, who are 
!!OW protected by the tariff law. Talk about taking money out 
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of people's pockets; what does the tariff law do? Every man 
who buys a suit of clothes pays a portion of the tariff that is 
imposed to protect the manufacturers of New England and the 
other Eastern States. We have the tariff law whether we like 
it or not, and every one of us who buys a single article of 
clothing pays his proportionate share of the tariff protection. 
Are we to deny the farmers the right to have a little protec
tion, and a measure to benefit them, because we have a tarift 
law which some IllilY think is unjust? That is a rather poor 
argument, it seems to me. 

Another argument that has been made against this bill is · 
that there are only about 30 per cent of the people who pro
duce food products in this country. I think that is about cor
rect. It is argued by the opponents of the measure that be
cause 70 per cent of the people may have their cost of living 
raised because of this bill, in order to give honest market con
ditions to the 30 per cent who produce the food products, the 
70 per cent are not going to stand idly by and see the 30 per 
cent benefited by this measure, or any other measure. It seems 
to me that is a mighty slim argument. Because 30 per cent 
of the people produce the food products consumed here, the 
70 per cent who consume most of them are going to stand by 
and say, "You can be thankful, Mr. Producer, that we let you 
live at all, because we are in the majority here, and we are 
going to say what you shall be paid for your products. We are 
not going to allow :you. to receive a price equal to the cost of 
production for your products." It seems to me that argument 
is very weak. 

I have two or three issues of a little paper published over 
in New York City called "Patches." I want to quote just 
briefly from Mr. William Moore Patch, president of this pub
lishing organization. The title of his article is "No wonder the 
farmer complains ! Wherein we submit a few unpoetic Gov
ernment statistics to show that his grievance is a real one, and 
that his dollar is worth less than ever before." 

I think he is absolutely correct in his statement. I ask 
unanimous consent that this brief statement, which is only a 
part of the article, be printed in the RECORD at this point as a 
part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (l\lr. FESs in the chair). Is 
there objection? -

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

[From Patches, November 13, 1926] 

THE EAST ~us:r YIELD--UNLESS THE INDUSTRIALIST, BA..."'fKE.R, AND BUSI

NESS MAN GIVES THE FABMER HIS RIGHTS, REVOLUTIONARY LEGISLA

TION IS INEVITABLE 

PRICE FIXlNG 

(This is the fourth and final of a series of articles dealing with the 
fa rmers' relief problem. The articles were written by Mr. William 
Moore Patch, president of Patches Publishing Co., after a personal 
investigation of the various phases of the question, conducted in the 
W est and Middle West.) 

The most used objection to the McNary-Haugen plan is that it 
launches the Federal Government upon a policy of price fixing, . which 
is contrary not only to sound economics but fraught with great menace 
to our institutions, because it is in reality State socialism. Such argu
ment is claptrap. Nobody believes it except the 95 per cent dumb 
Pollyannas who pay annual dues to the United States Chamber of 
Commerce and their representatives. 

The Federal Government has been engaged for years in the business of 
price fixing and still is engaged in it. Moreover, it is thus engaged 
openly and frankly for the purpose of insuring a profit to those interests 
in whose behalf it is fixing and regulating the prices. 

What is the Interstate Commerce Commission? It is a Federal 
agency created by Congress and clothed with extraordinary powers and 
authority for the sole and express purpose of fixing the price of the 
commodity which transportation companies sell, and fixing that price 
so high that it will insure the tr·ansportation companies a reasonable 
return upon their investment and the value of their property. 

Wlult is the F ederal reserve bank system? It is a Federal financial 
organizat ion created by an act of Congress and clothed with extraordi
nary power for the express purpose of fixing the price at which banks 
may sell the use of their commodity, namely, money and credits. It 
has fixed this price arbitrarily, without regard in many cases to the best 
interests and welfare of great clas~s of our citizens and great sections 
of our country. It is a financial trust which controls the destinies of 
our business, industrial, and agricultural activities by being able to ex
tend or withdraw credit. The Federal reserve system has taken care, 
under the price-fixing power given it, to fix the pr·ice at which it sells 
its money-otherwise known as interest char·ges-high enough to enable 
it to make from 20 per cent to 30 per cent a year and pile up great 
surplus, pay enormous salaries to officers, and invest tens of millions 
of dollars in tremendous buildings housing their operations. Yet the 
banker s. now lead in the hue and cry that a plan to fix the price o.f agri-

cultural products high enough to insure the farmer a profit is socialism. 
Railroad executives and directors have the nerve to sing the same tune 
notwithstanding the fact that in the price fixing for them by Federal 1 

agencies great transportation lines in the agricultural sections of the 
country are making a clear profit, over and above all expenses, of from 
15 per cent fo 28 pel' cent a year on their capital valuation. 

Federal price fixing for the farmer is socialism, is it? Tben, tn 
heaven's name, what can be said of the United States Board of Concilia
tion in the Department of Labor, a Federal agency which fixes the price 
at which organized labor in the various industries in the United States 
shall sell its commodities? What shall be said of the United States 
Board of Mediation, which, under the Watson-Parker bill, supersedes 
the old United States Railway Labor Board? This board exists solely 
for the purpose of fixing the price at which railway labor shall sell its 
commodity. Since when has price fixing become a novel and dangerous ' 
experiment for the Federal Government? The cardinal principle of the 
Republican Party-the principle of a protective tariff-is nothing more l 
or less than a price-fixing policy for the industrial interests of the ' 
United States. It makes no other pretensions. That it docs so is us! 
only defense. 

The whole theory of a protective ta~ is that it ascertains the cost ot 1 
production abroad in competitive commodities and then fixes a tarilf on 
imports of those commodities high enough for the American producer of , 
like commodities to have a monopoly of his home market at a price 
which will guarantee him a profit and enable him to employ labor at a 
wage consistent with the American standard of living. 

If the protective tariff is not a price-fixing policy for the benefit of 
~n:'-erican industries and the wage earners in American industries, then i 
1t IS th_e greatest piece of fiction that has been written since the days of; 
Jules Verne, and it has succeeded in buncoing more people than any 

1 

other hum-an agency outside of P. T. Barnum's freak sideshows. 
All of these agencies are of the Federal Government, created by acts 

of Congress, snstained by Federal appropriations, and officered by Fed
eral appointees. Nor does the Government's backing and responsibility 
end merely with the legislative creation and the Federal financing of 
these agencies. Price fixing is a part of the law of the land. There is· 
not a court anywhere, from the local circuit up through all the legal 
machinery to the United States Supreme Court, that does not lay down 
the basic principle that a business has a right to enjoy a price for its 
goods or its service that will yield a fair profit on the capital over and 
above all costs, taxes, interests, rentals, and overhead. Anything less 
has been repeatedly characterized by all courts as confiscation of prop
erty without due process of law and in violation of constitutional rights. 

There is no principle more firmly established in the courts of the land, 
and wherever a city council, State legislature, or the United States Con-

1 

gress, or any administrative official of local or Federal Government t 
attempts to compel any public-service corporation, or bank, or industrial ' 
corporation to do business at a loss, the first thing such a corporation 
does is to go to the courts and obtain relief upon the ground that the 
Government guarantees it a right to fix a price that will give it a fair 
return upon its investment and the value of its property. 

But now come the bankers, the United States Cha~ber of Commerce, 
the eastern industrial interests, the bigwigs of the railroads, and all 
the sundry gentility who fill the open spaces of the overstn.tred fru·niture 
in the various Union League and University Clubs from Pittsburgh on 
the east with the astounding outcry that while the Federal Government 
may legitimately and safely fix prices for business and banks, for trans
portation and industry, for organized labor and organized corporate 
capital that, power may not be used in behalf of the farmer, because to 
do so would push the American Government over the b1·ink of anarchy. 

During the World War prices were fixed by the Government. Prices 
for everybody and everything were fixed up-way up-with the excep
tion of prices for agricultural proaucts. One of the first acts of the 
Federal Government a!tel' the United States entered the war was to 
exercise the limitless war powers vested in the President to abrogate all 
rules compelling contracts to be let only upon the basis of competitive 
bidding and to substitute therefore the crooked, profitee-ring rule of let
ting all contracts upon "cost plus 10 per cent" basis, which enabled 
every concern furnishing any supplles to the Government or doing any 
work for the Government to increase its profits in exactly direct propor
tion to its increase in waste, expense, and graft. 

During the war organized labor in munition plants, shipyards, rail
roads, steamship lines, and in industries which were making commodi
ties that were essential to the production of munitions called strike 
after stnlte demanding that higher wages be fixed as the price of labor 
doing its part toward winning the war, and the Government quickly 
and meekly acquiesced. 

But there was created the Grain Corporation under Herbert Hoover, 
the Federal food administrator, and under the personal admin]stration 
or Jullus Barnes, a personal friend of Mr. Hoo-ver and a grain dealer o! 
Duluth, Minn. The Grain Corporation fixed the price of wheat which 
should be pliid the farmer, and it fixed it "down " upon the plea that 
the farmer should not attempt to make profits in time of war. But the 
same corporation fixed the prices of the great fiour-mlUing companies. 
It is a matter of record by the Federal Trade Commission that tlie 37 ' 
great tlom·-milling corporation& at the very time the Grain Corporation 
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was limiting the price at which the farmer should sell his wheat were 
permitted to charge prices which in 1916 and 1917 enabled them to 
make 44.7 per cent profit and in 1917 and 1918 to make 32.7 per cent 
profit. 

Another charge is that the present distress in agriculture is attrib
utable to the farmers haVing bought high-priced land during the war. 
In the majority of. cases these purchases were made on borrowed capital 
at a relatively high rate of interest. It is claimed the farmer's trouble 
is due to his effort to pay off his notes and maintain the interest, which 
requires an income greater than can legitimately be expected from land, 
and in order to do this he is aski~ the rest of. the country to .fix for 
him an artificially high price for his products. 

No less a distinguished citizen than former Gov. Henry J. Allen made 
this char·ge in the Nation's Business, the official organ of. the United 
States Chamber of Commerce. And, in the same breath, no less dis
tinguished citizen than the present Governor of Iowa, John S. Hamill, 
proceeded to expose Mr. Allen's ignorance with official data showing that 
less than 7 per cent of the Iowa farmers are operating land that 
changed hands during the war or following the war and that, further
more, the value of land, whether it be too low or too high, has nothing 
at all to do with the fact that the farmer is not getting the price for 
his products which he should get to be on a parity with other producers. 
In other words, there is nothing to the charge that the present distress 
of agriculture is due to the farmer having speculated in high-priced land. 

But even if it were the case, who are eastern industrialists that they 
should cast the first stone? Are they without sin? They had a section 
placed in the tax law which provides that in the case of. buildings, ma
chinery, equipment, or other facilities, constructed, erected, installed, or 
acquired on or after· April 6, 1917, for the production of. articles which 
contributed to the prosecution of the war, there should be allowed a 
deduction for the amortization of. such part of the cost of such facilities 
as has been borne by the taxpayer. And these same interests have 
succeeded in getting from the Bureau of. Internal Revenue a ruling that 
in order to come within the scope of. the phrase of the law " articles 
which contributed to the prosecution of the war," it is not necessary 
that the articles be " absolutely essential." If they contributed in an 
appreciable degree, they come within the meaning and the intent of. 
the amortization section. 

The Internal Revenue Bureau has made the further ruling that the 
termination of. the war destroyed the value of all such property, and 
those who had built factories and installed equipment and machinery, 
etc., are entitled to make deductions from their income-tax returns 
covering a period of. three consecutive years equal to in the aggregate 
the entire value of their investment. Because of this law and these 
rulings, those interests have been banded hundreds of millions of dol
lars in tax refunds and tax deductions, representing the cost of build
ings and machinery and equipment which they erected or purchased 
at war-time prices. Most of. the gentlemen who put their bands in the 
public till and have charged against the Government the entire cost of 
their war-time expenses are now assembling in public places and lifting 
their voices the loudest in denunciation of the proposition to subsidize 
agriculture ! 

Another charge can be best stat~ in the language of a resolution 
unanimously adopted by the New York Board of. Trade which reads, in 
part, as follows: 

"Perhaps one o! the most objectionable features (of. the McNary
Haugen plan} is the sugges tion that the Government shall sell the 
products of our own country to foreign consumers at prices below those 
which domestic consumers may pay." 

This same protest was registered in a formal statement by the United 
States Chamber of Commerce and by a number of other like organiza
tions, as well as by individuals in sympathy with these organizations. 

Yet only within the last 30 days we read of a combination of the 
copper-producing corporations in the United States, numbering 18, 
which has for its sole purpose the fixing of prices not only in the 
'(Tnlted States but throughout the woeld, with the avowed intention of 
selling copper abroad for less money than it is sold in the United States. 
In other words, the 18 large copper-producing corporations have com
bined for the purpose of dumping their goods abroad in the world mar
ket at whatever price they can obtain in order to secure that market 
and, at the same time, to maintain an absolute monopoly of the Ameri
can market and fix the American price high enough to enable the com
bine to show a profit on the whole, despite its losses abroad. This has 
bet>n done under the laws of. the United States and, furthermore, it has 
r eceived the blessings of the Federal Trade Commission. Less than two 
months ago we read of a. proposed plan of like character in the steel 
industry. The last tariff law provided fol' an absolute embargo against 
importations of any dye or dyestuffs which would break the price fixing 
1n this country by the Du Pont and American Analine companies which, 
on the whole, dictate the price of all dyes in the United. States. 

But none of these acts are known as price fixing. God save the mark ! · 
They are known by the euphonious and more refined and delicate appel
lation of " price stabilization." Moreover, when this point was raised 
against the McNary-Haugen plan the agricultural associations and their 
leaders were rude enough to ask the Department of Commerce to please 

make public what products made in this country were being sold abmad . 
fpr less money than the price asked for the same products in this coun
try. Up to date no answer has bet>n forthcoming¥ 

It will require a congressional resolution, which will undoubtedly be 
introduced at the coming session of. Congress, to jimmy that piece of 
information out of the Department of Commerce. But when it is pro
duced, it will knock to smithereens the arguments of. such {)rganizations . 
as the New York Board of Trade! 

The most powerful opposition to the McNary-Haugen plan of aiding 
agriculture comes from industrial interests and is based upon the very 
frank argument that the plan would be effective. Being effective, it 
would raise the price of agricultural products, which in turn would 
raise the cost of food to industrial employees; this in turn would 
necessitate an increase in wages a.nd cost of production. It is also set 
forth that under the plan sui·plus food would be dumped in Europe at 
a very low price. Wage earner·s of Europe would be enabled to buy 
American-produced food for much less than the wage earners of the 
United States. The eastern industrialists argue from this that they 
would be severely handicapped in their competition with European 
manufacturers. 

· In other words, the McNary-Haugen plan would work. It would do 
exactly what the farmers say it would do-increase the price of their 
products to a parity with the price of the products of industries
make their dollar equal in buying power to the dollar of the manufac
turer, the merchant, and the banker, and these three classes are oppos
ing the plan for the very reason that it would wot·k. 

Nor is the farmer indulging in any illusions as to the character of 
the opposition to his program, nor the extreme measm·es be may have 
to take in order to win. As an individual, and collectively through his 
great organizations and associations, the American agriculturalist of 
the Mississippi Valley is preparing to obtain legislative enactment of 
the principle of the McNary-Haugen plan which will increase the price 
of his products, or· he is going to tear down the prices of industrial 
products and wages of industrial employees by repealing legislation 
such as the protective tariff, immigration, etc., which has resulted in 
artificially and arbitrarily increasing prices and wages in other in
dustries. 

The attitude of the western agriculturalist is brutally frank. He 
insists that he be given his share, with the alternative that if he is 
not, he will then see to it that nobody has prosperity. He offers the 
eastern industrialist the alternative of. bringing the price of farm 
products up to the level of prices of manufactured goods or submitting 
to a reduction in prices of manufactured goods to a level with the price 
of farm pr·oducts. 

If the eastern industrialist, the banker, and the business man value 
their prosperity enough to grant the farmer his request for a square 
deal, there will be no danger of the repeal of the tariff or any serious 
amendment of the immigration laws or the Federal reserve bank act 
or other laws which subsidize this or that activity. · 

But if the eastern industrialist, banker, and business man does not 
think it is worth while conceding the faTmer what he wants, there is 
not the least doubt that within the next four years the Nation will 
witness revolutionary legislation in the Halls of Congress that will 
equalize conditions in the United States by the rather drastic process 
of leveling everything down ! 

1\Ir. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I think it is conceded by 
everyone that the farmers are in bad condition. Even the Sena
tors from New England who have talked against this measure 
say that up in Massachusetts and other places in New England 
many of the sidehill farms have been abandoned, and the 
houses are tumbling down, and they blame the western farmers 
for putting New England farmers out of business. They are 
entirely mistaken in that. It is the manufacturing interests 
of New England that have put the farmers of that part of the 
country out of business. 

I drove through New England a year ago last spring. I have 
a lot of relatives up in Massachusetts, and in Maine, especially, 
and l talked with a lot of them. Most of them have been on 
the farm at some time, but very few of them are on the farm 
now. They told me without exception that the xeason they 
could not keep up the farms was because the boys and girls 
could get better wages, have shorter hours, more enjoyment, 
more pleasm·e, working in the factories, and living in town, 
than they could on the farms. They had to abandon the farms 
because they had no dne to work them, because their people 
went into the factories, making more money than they could on 
the farms. I am satisfied that is the situation. 

Mr. President, because the farmers produce the food products 
to feed the Nation. because they are not organized, is no reason 
why they should be penalized and not given prices equal to the 
cost of production for their products. 

No business on earth can succeed in any other way than by 
getting prices equal to the cost of production, equal to the over-. 
head expenses, and a fair profit on the business. The farmer 
is no exception to the rule. In order to put agriculture on a 



... ':. 

3508 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE ;FEBRUARY lf 
paying basis, we must give the farmer a chance to get prices 
that will · give him cost of production, plus a fair and reason
able profit for his work. 

I believe that the McNary-Haugen bill will be a step in 
the right direction. It may not solve the problem, and yet I 
believe if the bill is passed and an honest attempt is made to 
administer it, it will, at least, give the board, whose duty it will 
be to put it into operation, a chance to test it out by actual 
experiments, there will be a chance to work out amendments, 
and to come before the next session of Oongress asking for 
amendments to make the act more workable, and give the farm
ers what they need, honest marketing conditions. 

Mr. RANSDELL obtained the floor. 
Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. RANSDEJLI1. For what purpose? 
Mr. HARRISON. I desire to offer two amendments, so that 

they may be printed. 
Mr. MAYFIELD. Let us have the amendments read. 
Mr. HARRISON. I offer two amendments, and ask that 

they be read. 
The PRESIDING OFFIOEJR. The amendments will be read 

for the information of the Senate, but the time will not be 
taken out of the time of the Senator from Louisiana. 

The OHIEF OLERK. On page 10, after line 20, insert the 
following: 

(i) No operations under this section shall be commenced by the 
board in respect of any basic agricultural commodity prior to the 
determination and imposition by the board of the equalization fee 1n 
respect of such commodity. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, when the McNary-Haugen 
bill was before the Senate last year I opposed it and made a 
brief speech against it: The present measure has been so 
greatly changed and improved that I shall vote for: it. The 
bill of last year, as I construed it, was a price-fixing measure 
and objectionable to me on that ground, while the present bill 
does not attempt directly to fix prices, though in effect it is 
expected to increase the cost of commodities much the same way 
as the tariff increases the cost to the consumer of a great many 
articles of manufacture and of several agricultural products. 

The old bill provided for an equalization fee on some com
modities, but said there shall be no equalization fee on corn 
and cotton for three years, and not until Congress shall have 
passed a law providing for it. This seemed to be unfair dis
crimination in favor of these two products. If wheat were 
subjected to an equalization fee, then cotton, corn, rice, and 
other farm products should also pay a similar fee. In other 
words, all products of the farm should be placed on terms of 
parity as nearly as po~sible. The present bill provides· an 
equalization fee for all five of the basic commodities included 
therein, to wit : 

1. Wheat. 
2. Oorn. 
3. Ootton. 
4. Rice. 
5. Hogs. . 
No discrimination is made for or against either of them. 

Moreover, the bill authorizes loans to the extent .of $25,000,000 
on other agricultural commodities not specifically named. 

Paragraphs especially pleasing to me are : 
A. That operations in a basic agricultural commodity shall not be 

commenced or terminated unless members of the Federal farm board 
appointed to administer the act, representing Federal land-bank dis
tricts, which in the aggregate produced during the preceding crop 
year more than 50 per cent of such commodity, vote in favor thereof. 

B. That a commodity advisory council for each basic commodity 
l8 provided. 

The old bill had no such provisions. 
These two clauses place it in the power of the friends of the 

basic commodity to say whether or not the act shall apply to 
it and when its provisions shall cease to operate th'ereon. 

I have always been opposed to the general idea of price 
.fixing by law, and yet, many of the acts of Oongress result 
more or less in enhancing piices. The fir.st tariff acts, composed 
largely under the inspiration of Thomas Jefferson, imposed 
duties on articles of foreign manufacture with the avowed 
purpose of encouraging American manufactm·e and to enable 
our people to compete successfully with foreigners. From that 
date to this the duties on imports have caused the consumer 
of ,all products on which these duties rest to pay an increased 
price for them over and above what would be charged if there 
were no tariff. Our manufacturers of innUI:J.erable commodities 
have received very great benefit from these tariff laws, which, 
in many instances, have been applied also to products of the 
farm-like sugar, butter, milk, !llld so forth-and yet, S,!t the 

present time few think that tariff legislation is uneconomic or 
price fixing in an improper sense. 

The eight hour law for labor is another measure of recent 
enactment which resulted in higher prices for work performed 
by man, and a result was that labor unions throughout the 
land have induced general observance of this law. Moreover, 
during our recent Railroad Administration wages of labor 
were very greatly increased, and since then labor throughout 
the Nation has b'een receiving largely increased wages. The 
laboring people are prosperous, and I am glad of it, for the 
laborer is worthy of his hire. · I have no quarrel with the 
eight hour law and other Federal provisions which enable a 
man or woman to receive better prices for their manual 
efforts. On the contrary, I approve them. 

The transportation act of 1920 enables railroads to charge a 
sufficient sum for their services to earn 5% per cent on their 
investments, which seems to be a reasonable rate. I believe 
the railroads are entitled to this reward, and hope nothing 
will be done to change the law, and yet, the effect of this law 
is certainly price fixing on the money invested in railroad 
properties. 

Our Federal laws relating to banking are extremely favor
able,. and every inducement is held out to capital engaged in 
financing the business of our great Republic, which is as it 
should be. 

Other illustrations might be given, but these four are suffi
cient. They demonstrate that Federal statutes have been 
passed and enforced to increase the price of innumerable 
articles of manufacture, to increase the price of labor, to in
crease the earnings of money invested in railroad properties, 
and to increase the value of bank investments. I fail to find 
any statute giving direct, immediate increase to the value of 
farm products. The most that can be said is that the Federal 
Government has been generous in the construction of good 
•·oads, which are used more by farmers than by others, but are 
available to every citizen, and through the farm land banks, 
which make loans at low rates, provided gilt-edge security is 
given therefor. 

In connection with these farm loans, which have been so 
highly praised and which undoubtedly are very helpful to agri
culture, I am reminded of the old distich about Madam Blaise, 
that good old soul who freely lent to all the poor who left a 
pledge behind. Our Federal Government lends freely to the 
farmers if they pay 5% per cent and secure the loan by a first 
mortgage on real estate worth twice the amount thereof. It can 
not be said that these loans to agriculture on such secw·ity are in 
any way comparable to the vast benefits given to manufacture, 
to labor, to railroads, and to capital by the statutes in their 
interests. 

It is contended by some that the equalization fee is unsound 
and will cause a production of a great surplus of the commodi
ties to which it is applied. The exact reverse is true; when this 
equalization fee is collected on -wheat, corn, hogs, cotton, or rice 
the farmer who produces same and pays the fee has it brought 
home to him in a forceful way that the purpose of this fee is to 
stabilize prices of his commodity and that the one sme way of 
keeping the prices stabilized is to hold down production in a 
reasonable way, so there will be no great surplus to struggle 
with during the coming year. To illustrate, if an equalization 
fee of $2 per bale on cotton be required to assist in withholding 
temporarily from the market and storing in warehouses a sur
plus of 4,000,000 bales of cotton, it is a simple matter of cal
culation which any farmer can understand that to withdraw 
from the market and bold 8,000,000 bales it would require 
double the equalization fee, or $4 per bale. Unless the surplus 
can be kept within bounds the equalization fee will continue 
to increase and get out of bounds. Hence, each and every 
farmer who pays this fee and has the facts brought to him in 
a personal manner will strive hard to so regulate production as 
to stabilize the price. This equalization fee requires the farmer 
to stand the loss resulting from the operations of the pending 
bill. The Government can lose nothing if the bill be carried out 
in the spirit of its conception, except the $250,000,000 revolving 
fund-a bagatelle, when compared to the total annual value of 
all the wheat, corn, hogs, rice, and cotton of this country. .Any 
losses, if they accrue, must be met by the equalization fee, and 
this fee, let it be distinctly understood, attaches rigidly to and 
is collected from every unit of the commodity and no one can 
escape it. The wealthy producer, with his hundreds of thou
sands of bushels of wheat or corn, or thousands of bales of 
cotton, who feels independent and willing to take chances on 
marketing his individual crops in his own way, must cooperate 
with all the smaller producers and join in the common effort 
for the benefit of all. 

In strong contrast with this wise equalization fee, making the 
farmers partners in a great eooperativ_e effort, pulling togethe~ 
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as one man for the general benefit of all, we have the Curtis, 
Crisp, an<l Aswell bills, which each provide $250,000,000 for 
farm relief and promi8e big things, but offer no real incentive, 
as I understand them, to stabilize prices or prevent surpluses. 
If loss occurs in the operation of these bills, it must be met by 
all the citizens of the Republic and the farmers themselves will 
haye no responsibility other than that attached to the general 
taxpayers. They can readily say, "Uncle Sam is footing the 
bill; what care I how the chips fall?" 

There are so many farmers engaged in the production of each 
of the basic commodities named in the :McNary-Haugen bill that 
heretofore it has been impos ·ible for them to combine and unite 
their efforts toward a common purpose. Manufactu1·ers and rail
roads being composed, comparatiYely speaking, of such small 
numbers have joined forces and met with great success from 
united efforts ; labor has succeeded marvelously through its great 
Yoluntary unions, aided by Federal legislation, and there is •a 
strong community of interests among the limited numbers in 
the banking world. Fully 43 per cent of our citizens are farmers 
and millions of men are engaged in producing each of the basic 
farm products. It is so hard for such -vast numbers to organize 
and pool their interests. This bill driYes a big entering wedge. 
EYen if it does not work perfectly, it is a long step in the right 
d1rection. It may have serious defects and be difflcult of en
forcement, but it promises relief and a great many farmers 
believe in it. Their sufferings and losses have been so great 
for years and there is such a distressed condition throughout 
immense agricultural areas in ev-ery portion of the Republic that 
it is imperative for the Goyernment to attempt something to 
I'elieve them. · 

Earnest, sincere studies have been made on this and similar 
measures for the past three years and it i · my candid convic
tion that great benefits will result from its enactment. Beyond 
question, it is the best bill before us. 

Mr. SUITH. 1\fr. President, I do not care so much to dis
cuss the merits of the pending bill as to call the attention of 
the Senate to a point which, it seems to me, bas not been 
emphasized as it should hf!ve been, and that is the fundamental 
difference between natural production and artificial produc
tion-in other words, manufactured production. Before I be
gin to discuss some of the differences, and what grows out of 
those differences, I wish to put into the RECORD some statis
tics, and I think these statistics will help the Senate to under
stand the comments I wish to make concerning the present 
effort to relieve the condition of agriculture. 

I sent to the Department of Commerce and asked for tables 
showing the number of plants engaged in preparing for market 
the principal staple products included in the pending bill. 
Those statistics show that the number of meat-packing plants 
in America in 1923 was 1,397 ; the number of people employed 
therein was 166,000. The number of farms raising cattle-and 
I wish these statistics to be placed side by side for compari
son purposes-the number of farms reported as raising cattle 
was 5,358,000. 'l~e number of farms reported as raising sheep 
was 538,000. The number reported as raising hogs was 
4,850,000. 

The number of flour mills in the Unite<l States in 1923, which 
were known as merchant mills, with a production of $5,000 or 
over, was 5,232. 

The number of farms gi'owing wheat was 2,225,134. 
The number of cotton factories in the United States in 1925 

. was 1,375. The number of acres in cotton in 1926 was 48,-
000,000; the number of people employed in the production of 
cotton-! want that djstinction kept in mind-was 6,600,000. 

Mr. President, the point to which I wish to direct attention 
is that of all the hog production in the country it only requires 
1,397 plants to cure, pack, and put on the market the produc
tion of 4,850,000 farms, with all the forces engaged in that 
production. 

The number of flour· mills i~ only 5,232, as against the num
ber of farms growing wheat, 2,225,134. There are only 1,375 
cotton factories to consume 7,000,000 bales of American cot
ton. Adding up the number of plants to process our meat, 
to process our bread, and to process our clothing does not 
make as many as pne-fourth of 1 .Per cent of those engaged in 
cotton production alone. 

When we consider that the amount invested in the 1,375 
cotton factories is $2,000,000,000, that the amount inYested in 
the processing of wheat is $1,000,000,000, and the amount in
vested in the processing of meat· is $1,180,000,000, we can ap
preciate the reser-ve capital in the hands of these vet·y few 
who are in charge of preparing for ultimate consumption the 
vast 1·esources of our cattle ranches, our cotton farms, and 
our wheat farms. Therefore, :Mr. President, 'Ye can all readily 

see that it is a very easy matter for these comparati-vely few, 
with their wonderful capitalistic re.:lources, to organize them
selves and to control their output. 

Now I come, for only a few minutes, to what I consider 
should be the fundamental difference in the eyes of Congress 
to meet which the responsibility rests upon us. 

The natural producer, thft farmer, can not determine quan
tity or quality ; neither can he determine nor control the hour 
and the day of the final finished product out of the factory of 
nature ; in other words, the farmel' has to depend upon forces 
outside of himself for both quantity and quality. When nature, 
through her processes, has finished a cotton crop or finished a 
wheat crop we have a 365 days' supply on the hands of the 
producer at once. Therefore, on account of the obligations he 
has incurred in production, he must find a market within 30 
or 90 days for the sale of the 365 days' supply. His numbers 
are so great, his capital resources are so meager, the debts he 
has incurred in the long months that it takes nature to finish 
the products are so large, that he is forced by the very nature 
of his occupation to put on the market, within the time that he 
can pick it from the fields or reap it from the fields and ha-ve 
it put in the proper form, the product which it has taken nine 
months to perfect. I ask thi body of legislators, how long 
could the Flour· Trust, the Steel Trust, or any of our great 
combinations last if they were forced by the nature of their 
business to dispose of their entire 12 months' product within 
30 or 90 days? 

In sharp contrast to the method of marketing that is forced 
on the farmer let us consider that of the artificial producer, 
the manufacnu·er. Every day that his factory is running he 
produces an a~:;set to meet the liabilities of the preceding 24 
hours. He has his hand on the pulse of the markets of the 
wor l<l and the means in his control to increa e or decrease 
production as he sees fit or as the market may justify. His 
numbers are so small, his capital per unit so great, that he 
can organize and partition off the world. By virtue of .the 
similarity of the machinery he employs-for all cotton ma
chinery is alike; all meat-pa-cking machinery is alike; the 
processes are man made and are identical-he is in a position 
so to regulate his production as to meet the requirements of 
his market. He can make a contract to the yard, to the inch, 
to the pound, and fill that contract with certainty, whereas the 
producers of livestock, of wheat, of cotton, and other agricul
tural commodities have got to wait on the ultimate effect of 
nature before they know either quantity or quality. 

Because manufacturers were so few in number and their 
capital was necessarily so great all that was needed in order 
to give the American market to them was to enact a tariff law 
and shut out the world ; and the measure of the tariff was the 
measure of the profits or the bonus which the American Gov
ernment granted them by legislati-ve enactment. 

Of course, constitutional complications were avoided by 
basing the imposition of protective rates on the right to raise 
revenue, and that has been distorted to the right of the manu
facturers to raise revenue out of the remainder of the Ameri
can people. 

Now, I come fo the last word which I care to say on this 
subject. Have we more concern in this body for a total num
ber, together with their aids, of 751,000 engaged in meat pack
ing and in manufacturing, especially in view of the fact that 
manufacturing is so advantageously situated as compared to 
natural production, than we have for 34,000,000, or one-third 
of the whole Ameri{!an population? 

Mr. President, of ·course, we can not apply the same policy 
to agriculture which we apply to manufacturing, but we are 
in duty bound to apply the same principle wherever we may, 
and the time has come when agriculture must receive from the 
Go,·ernment the same support that is given to manufacturing, 
or agriculture must cease to be in this country. You will have 
to do one of two things: You will have to raise by legislative 
enactment the market of the farmer to a parity with the 
market of the manufacturer, or you will have to lower the 
market of the manufacturer to the level of the natural condi
tion of the farmer. It is your duty and my duty to see that 
this equity is done and preserved. 

I do not know what will be the ultimate effect of this bill. 
The farmer has gotten to the point where, no matter what you 
do here, it can not hurt him. He has to look up now to see 
the bottom. That is his condition ; and, no matter what we 
do, we can not hurt him. Eighty-seven per cent of the farms 
are under mortgage; and e-very day, even unde·: the land bank 
that we established, the farmer is being dispossessed because 
he was foolish enough to produce more than some folks think 
he should have produced. 

I 
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Mr. President, as I take it, the object of this bill is to 

enable the farmer. not only to dispose of their surplus but to 
market their product 365 days in the year rather than to be 
forced to market it in 90 days. Nature has provided that the 
manufacturer may. Let us provide that the farmer shall. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, there are several groups 
in the Senate that are opposing th~ passage of this bill. Tbey 
offer reasons that are inconsistent. 

Two lawyers-who, I unden,'tand, were never in a courtroom 
except the day they went in to walve their examinations and 
be sworn in a · members of the ba1·-who assure us with much 
vehemence that the bill is unconstitutional. There is another 
lawyer-whose name, I understand, has been attached to no 
case that has reached an appellate court-who likewise tells us 
that the bill is so unconstitutional that he has not words in 
which to say how unconstitutional it is. 

There are other Senators who declare that they know 
the President's mind-and I concede t.hat that is more than 
he himself knows-and they know that he is to veto the bill. 

Then there is the frank group who say, "If you pass this bill 
you are going to raise the price of farm products so that the 
farmer will get not only what it costs him to produce them 
but a reasonable profit, and therefore make more costly our 
raw materials." 

There is another group, whose motives everybody under
stands, who say, "We are for the bill, if you will defer for two 
years the equalization fee upon one product." Their position 
is more untenable than the positions of these Qthers. 

Here are the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLEAN] and 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 1\IosEs] and the Sena
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. GILLETT], who declare that the 
effect of this proposed legislation will b<' to make the cost of 
living higher, and they want cheap food and cheap clothing. 
In other words, they want to CQntinue to have the farmers of 
this country feed and clothe them at 50 cents on the dollar of 
the cost of production. It is economically dishonest, but it is 
entirely within the comprehension of the people who stand for 
that system. And here i my friend, the distinguished Senator 
f1·om Maryland [Mr. BRUCE], who gives utterance to the same 
sentiment. Why, they are perfectly understandable. They 
believe it seems that it is wise in this country to keep 34,000,000 
people producing food and clothes for the city people at less 
than the cost of production. They are frank about it, though. 
Nobody needs misunderstand them. 

But here is a proposition, now, to defer the equalization fee 
on cotton for two years. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield tame for 
just a moment? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes; I yield. 
1\Ir. BRUCE. I simply desire to register the statement that 

I think the Senator is pursuing a very offensive line of CQm
ment. 

l\Ir. C~RA WAY. Oh, it is doubtless so. · Anybody who be
lieves that the farmers ought not to be heard will always be 
offended when somebody says they have as much right as others. 
That is perfectly understandable in this body, and I am not 
trying to be offensive. 

I started to speak about the deferment of the equalization 
fee. I want to discuss that for a minute. 

If this bill be just and economically sound, if an equalization 
fee ought to be imposed and it is economically wise so to do, then 
under what theory do you say that in the case of one particular 
product it shall be deferred for two years? I could understand 
taking the position that some of us took a year ago when we 
said that we would vote for this bill if no equalization fee was 
imposed on cotton until further action of Congres . I do not 
think we were very wise, but we were, at least, consistent. We 
said that cotton had not the advantage of a tariff; and, there
fore, ought to have this advantage in legislation. These very 
Senators who now seek to defer the equalization fee on cotton 
for two years voted against that bill with no equalization fee 
at all on cotton. 

I say we were consistent then; but what do tlley say? They 
say to the wheat grower, to the tobacco grower, to the corn 
grower, to the producer of meat, "This i a good mea ure, and 
we are going to vote for it if you will let us defer the equaliza
tion fee on cotton for two years ; and then, without further 
action of Congress, without any change in the economic struc
ture, without any revision of the tariff, we are willing to let 
the equalization fee rest upon cotton." 

Mr. President, that is open to but one construction. There is 
an election between this time and that, and it is expected that 
t11e cotton farmer is not to find out what you have done to him 
untU you get his vote away from him. If the bill is bad, if I 
thought it never would be good for the cotton farmer, then I 
would -not vote for the bill with ~ deferred equalizatiol! fee for 

two years, because the cotton farmer ougllt not to be hurt two 
years from now any more than he ought to be ruined now. If 
it is good, he ought to have the benefit of it now; and if you 
are doubtful about it you ought to vote "yes" or "no" on the 
bill, and you ought not to try to get his vote from him before 
he finds out what the effect of the legislation is to be; and that 
is all it is. 

Suppose a man grows tobacco in this field and another cotton 
in that. You put the equalization fee on tobacco and defer it 
for. two years on cotton. When the tobacco farmer a ked you 
why you did that, what answer could you make to him except 
to say, " I am a little uncertain about how the cotton farmers 
are going to feel about it, and I want his vote before he finds 
out what the effect of the legislation may be." 

That is the only answer you could make to him and be con
sistent and be honest, because you could not say there h; to be 
a ,changed economic condition two rears from now; you could 
not say, " Two years from now we are going to change the 
tariff," or "W~"B.re going to enact another law." Yon would 
have to ay to him, " I am afraid if I put it on cotton now he 
will hold it against me two years from now, and therefore I 
will wait and get his vote and then let the thing fall on him 
after he has no power to punish me for putting it on." 

:Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
:Ur. CARAWAY. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. GEORGE. I agree with the observations the Senator is 

now making on this feature of the bill ; but let me a~k the 
Senator, Wby the effort here to levy the equalization fee as 
far away from the farmer a~ possible? 

l\lr. CARAWAY. 1Vell, let us say it is di honest; that ought 
to -get some votes in the Senate. 

Mr. GEORGE. But is that the purpo e of it? 
Mr. CARAWAY. No; that was not the purpose; but if any

body can get some consolation out of that, let us assume that 
it is. The purpose was to put it on something when it was in 
interstate commerce. Some thought it might change the con
stitutional question of the equalization fee. Now, any fru·mer 
knows-and the farmer has a little sense, although formerly 
some did not think so-any farme1· who knows anything knows 
that freight, storage, insurance, and an equalization fee, if it 
must be levied, must foUow the product. Anybody who would 
tell the farmer that it would not follow the product would not 
be honest with him, and anybody who would tell him that it 
would not follow the prqduct would not get credit in many com
munities for being candid, because the farmer knows it. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the Senator is honest not only 
in hi thought but in his statement. The effort here is to levy 
an equalization fee so far removed from the farmel" as to leave 
him under the impression that the con umer is paying it. 

Mr. CARA. WAY. Oh, no. If that got into the Senator's 
head, he at least ought to read the bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. I have read the bill. 
Mr. CARAWAY. There is not anything of that kind in the 

bill. 
Mr. GEORGE. I ask the Senator again: Why is the effort 

made to put the equalization fee as far away from the farmer 
as po sible? 

1\Ir. CARAWAY. In the first place, there is not any such 
effort. The effort is to put it on the product after it goes into 
commerce, because of the belief that under the commerce clause 
we have such a right. 

Mr. GEORGE. I as~ the Senator to read the amendments • 
that are pending. He asked me to read the bill. ' 

Mr. CARAWAY. If the Senator will let me have my time, 
I will do that. 

I do not know a single farmer who objects to the equaliza
tion fee. The only people here who shed tears for the poor 
farmer who is about to be compelled to pay an equalization 
fee are the people who want farm products cheaper than they 
ru·e. If we could have passed this bill at the last Congress 
instead of this, and had had an equalization fee, $20 a bale 
would have taken care of the surplus of cotton. Read the cot
ton market as it slumped as the surplus increased and you 
will find. that we could have taken 2,500,000 bales of our cot
ton, piled them up in the ·streets of the towns of the South 
and burned them, and been $300,000,000 richer than we are 
to-day; and in addition to that we would not have had that sur
plus to hang over us and ruin us next year. We lost $670,-
000,000 because this Congress in its wisdom denied us the 
machinery to take care of our surplus in one crop--and that 
was cotton-last year. 

I say, sir, that if we had had this bill on the statute books 
last year instead of this we could have taken our surplus oft. 
the market, we could have had 2,500,000 bales of cotton that 
would belong to the farmers of America in their warehouses, 
and we could have had $300,000,000 more in the pockets of 
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the pr<•<lucers of cotton than we ltnve; nnd it that 2,500,000 I Belshazzar'::; feast, in n mnrule mansion to the money lor1ls oC 
l•ale · of cotton could be sold at whnt cotton wn.c; wortll a year the Nation, nutl the newspapers tell us thnt tltc few elect mNl 

ngo, we would have bad a product worth .'370,000,000 in addi- who sat about that festive board repre:-;ented $5.000,000,000. 
tion thereto. Now, if you think the fnrmer ought not to have 1\Ir. President, that is indeed intC're8ting, in view of the faet 
it, why, God bl -.:s your ~oul. yote against thi::! bill; but do that the circulating medium of the United State~ to-day, tltc 
it, ~tn(l do it knowing that the farmer knows that you are entire money ~upply in circulation to me0t the finnneilll need~ of 
doing it because you prefer that be ~hnll fePd and clothe you more tltnn 100,000,000 people urnonnts to only ~·-t,712,!>4rl.OOO. 
at half the cost of producinf! the things that you eat and So a ltalf dozen of thMe who sat nt the f<•a),;t of the monC'y kiu~~ 
wear. Let us be C'andid about it. at the Capital nre worth more tllan th~ entire mone~r ~Ul)ply 

Going bnck to the que.·tion of the ~cnator from Georgin. permittE•<l to circ-ulate in the body of the hu~iner.;~ of the whole 
nbout an effort to remoYe the equulization fee farther from 'Cuited Sinte..:;. Thnt giyes nn idea as to jn~t what lhi · Nation 
the farmer, I sny thnt I do not find it in the bill; but let u. · is coming to under Republican rule; the Jegi~Iative machinery 
say that it is there; then there is .'orne chance, I judge, tbnt i: o1'eratt.•d in the intere~t~ of a fav<Jl'Nl few, whHe it rolls mul 
the hurd('n migltt l>e shifted to the other l'lHl of th<.'~e two impoYerislH~S millions amongst the ma~~C' of the .\mrri<:llll 
conllietiug clas~e~ ami the prodn('er not hnn' to pay it; I peovle. 
pre:smne tllese ohjector want to (·rowel it uuek ~o that the C'ongTc:-:s ongl1t to be fair nml just to an interests. It 1-'hollhl 
farmer must be char~ed with it. One lnfercJlCe is as fair a:.; never hel11 tlw strong to ovpre::;~ tlle '"eak. 
the other-that the ~enators who ar o}rposed to that want to Tlle senior 'cnator from 'Va.hington [1\lr .. JoxEs], able and 
l>e certain tlJat the fee does land on the farmer. cleYer SenntoL· that he is made a 8}1cceh here yeBtertluy fa ,·or-

llut it i~ s~id that ~s is a prke fix!ug llil_L ·wen, l{•t us con· able to a ~hip ·ubsi<ly m'casure, the GoverumPnt to ~pend mll
cctle that 1t 1:'l. There 1.~ alway~ a fll'll'e nx:-ng somewhere, and lions a11t1 millions more of monC'y to uuild up :mother rte~t of 
hcrt-~tofor' the :-;pec~lato~· bas fixed. the pr1cc for the farmer. merchant ships. I wondered in my mind wby he would ~ug
The farmer has carried hlR product~ to the market and the other gest tbnt. ,,.P f'pent dluing the World 'Var, to build n fleet 
man ltn::; fixed. the pric~. Let us change. that ~nd let the ~1an of mer('hant ~hips, three tlwusaud million dollars, and I saw 
who 1n·o~u<:e~ fix the pnce. Are you op})O~ed to It? . Are you l pa~'!E'<l throug-h the llPpublican llou~e of llcpre:entati"res, ~nd 

My fnen<l from lllchigan [:Mr. CouZExs] nod .. Ins hC'ad. lle killed in the ~enate-aud I belpe!l to kill il-u uill providiug
~ays lle ia. He i.' ~rank. He want:.;. the consumer aud not the for the sale of tl1at entire fleet of ships to the Sltip TruRt for 
farmer to fix t1_1e pnc~. But at one tim~, when he was a partner $200,000,000, repre.:euting a lo~s to the Government of 
in mnkin_g " flivver"·· he_ fixed the pr1cE.'. [Laugbt~r._] Me;> t '2,800,000,000. 
people will eonfe. that masrun('h ~~ he piled up mllhons and I never beard 1he Renntor from Conue<:tkut the St•nator from 
million~ of dollar._ on a .,lloestring mve~trnent tllat he fixed the llassachuset t~, the 14enator from New llamp~bire, any of thost' 
price ~~g~1 enough. . .· . . :-;euutor~, lifting their voice~ in opposition to that indefensible 

Oh. It. IS a lofty. entiment to tlesu e the power to fix tlle priC'e measure. Koue of them say anything when these big memmrN~ 
on. a ~'ord car, b~t to deny _that righ~ ~0 the farm~r: .. who~e ver~ arE' goiug tllrougb in favor of the big interests of the country. 
(>Xt~tenc£> depends upon fiXI_ng the pike of the tlnnb~ he grow.· Kot one of them has lifterl his voiee against the high-handed 

Mr. HEFLIN. Ir. r:resldent-- work of l\lr. :Mellon Republican 'ecretary of the Treasury in 
l\Ir UAHA WAY. I y1eld to the ~enator. i ' .. . . ' 

.' HFJFLIN I th 0'1 t tb ~ to. h d 11 ·,.,1 d refund ng to the favoute~ of the Itepubh<'an Party nenrly a 
Mr. , ' r • ou,...l . e "cna ~ .a 01

· 
1~ : • billion dollars in ta.·es smce he bas been Secretary of the 

~Ir. C.\RA"'" AY. l\Ir. Prestden~ .. I thmk I ~la,.ve :-:atd n~arly a Tr~a~ury. Hig-ht now a bill i pending in Oongrei'~ to refund 
nnwh ~~ I ~hould · ay. I run n?t.hke my. di. h~~uis?ed fnend 011 • .'175.000,000 more to the big rich taxtla:yers of the eouutry. 
my le1 t; I do not need an ~drlitiOnal tlnce nnHute:-; to t~ll wbnt I ovpo~ccl il in this hoclv. under the lcaderHhip of the Henator 
I do not know about the b11l. f. 'I' , .. , , [,.I . l\1. K 1 l '· 'ld t'· t · 

~Ir. HfJFI.,lN ami ~Ir. GEOROE acltlre~.'ccl thE' Chair. r~m. eun.e~s~<;,_ l.' 
1• (' ~LA& • Hll< we ~c up un ~P~1 ?-

'I'lw YICE PRl·~~IDE. ·T. Th~ .'enu tor from ...i.luhama. JJI'JUtlOl_l ol l)il10.000.~00, wh1~h Mr. Mellon. ~ now refun<lw,... 111 
:.Ur. HEFLIN. ~Ir. Pre~iuPnt. I :-ball <'On. ·mnc only about th': rno-a1!1 to thP l>i~ ncb men ll1 the UepubhC'an Pa~·t7, . G,OOO,OOO 

f-li. ruinutc!', becan. e I have promi:-<t-~d to yiPld P<trt of my time of I_t ,...oi~Jg ,to l\lr. du. Pont, HE>~u~Jlcfln, of pelaware '. $21,00?,000 
to tlH• l4enator from Orc~on [:\Ir. ~Ic. ·AnY]. o! It gomg to five 1mmen:el~. rt<:b m_e:.; 111 the TJmted Stcltes. 

Mr. GEORGE. 1\Ir. Pre~ident-- 1':o11e of thN~<' Renntors ro"e 111 oppo. ttlon to that st~m.tge and 
Tlw VI ·~1 PHE. IDENT. Dot-: 1he ~euator from Alabama ugly perform:tll('C': One _hnndretl and ~eventy-fiye m1ll1~n dol

:.viclcl t 0 the enutor from Geor~u? laro.; hnudt-~11. ont m RPP.C:lal-favo~ pnckll;g-es to the fayonte:i of 
~ ~Ir. fiJ.jFLIK Just for a qne-.:tiou. 1 urn a DlC'rnber of the the RcvublH'<tn rnrt;v JR all nght with :von, but when we 
Committee on Agriculture. and I huve not yet SJ)Ok£•n on the c-ome T~o .nRk ~bnt the farmers who ~~c<l_ a~d cloth~ the pf'ople of 
bill. r 1n·omil'ed to yield Rome time to tll~ ~euator from Orf'gon, the ~utw~, .md who, under the. gnmlmh u:oce~. e~ of the Re
tlw <·hairmun of the committee. . puulw:m. I art~·. have been ~o :-:tnpp d of thetr substanc~ nnd Ro 

);[r. Glo;ORGE. I hnve not RJ~•keu on the ldll either. I do ImpovN'I:-:hed that th<'Y _nre redueerl ~o a stnte of agru.'Ultt~ral 
not know tbnt 1 wi~h to ~peak bnt 1 wblt to make a tatement ~laYPI'Y· ~hould ue consHler;.<l and mded you _cry pnternnh~m 
about the matter in rc!!nrd to ;vllieb I 1ntenog-ated the Sl:'nntor and o~l1erwi~e e1~ter your ngorom;; protest agmn~t fillY and all 
from ArknnHa~, that i ·all; and I lmYe l1cen on my feE-t for some remedwl 1Pgl:-1~atwn. . . 
minutes trying to get recognition. The only tlung ihP graw farmers or the 'Ve:::;t cnn do now 1:::1 

~Ir. IUUfLIJ.. T. How long will it take the , 'enator? to have their friend~ here re:-;ort to the pa ~age of n de~pcratc 
Mr. GEOH.GliJ. .._Tot. over~ three or four minute·. men-nue, in a very <k~perate agricultural situation, asking Con-
:\rr. Ill'~~,LL T. I could not yielrt nncter thn~<;> conclitiou:;. It gre~H to J)ermit them to lny a fee upon their own produce, to 

will tab~ llve or . ix minnt for me to . a:v wllat I want to ~ay. gather a fmul and ElE't it aF<itle, to enable them to :fight the 
);Jr. GEORGE. Yery well. · ~rain ~n mhler~. whom the Hepn~li<-an rur~y 1w~ ens hied. to 
l\Ir. HioJI"LIN. Mr. Pre ident, a: already !;tatecl, I ba.Ye prom- rob and plmuler under lawf\ 'lhich llepnbllcans have pas.'ed 

if'ed to yield orne of my time to the Senator fi•om Oregon. and throug-h Cougre:. · 
I nm not goin~ to u:-:e the 15 minute· which would be allowed :\Ir. Pre~ident. I supported this :uc~ Tary-IInugen farm relief 
me un1lcr the agreement. I haYe not <11:-;cus:-;ed this mcaE~ure bill as I heljle<l to amend it at the last se. ~don of CongresR. I 
at tllb ·e::ion. In the out!'et I want to make an obsenation voted for it with the equalization tnx or ft•e on cotton stricken 
about the th1·eat of one of the .. ·ew England Senator:. The out. nn<l I will vote for it again to·dny UD(1er the !-lame 
S<'nutor from New Hampshire [:llr. MosE. ) , I understand, ha~ condition. 
threntencd the corn growers of the "~est that. if conditions Cntton ltnR no tariff upon it. We e:\.-port half of the cotton 
were mnde very attractive for corn pro<lucertl the fnrmPrR of <"rop. So cotton, in au import sense, is not in the same elm:.· 
New Englund would ~o to produdn~ corn on a large :-1ca.le. They with grain. In Yiew of tbi fact it is not a~king too mnc·h to 
cnn not g1.·ow enon"'h <:om in ~ Tew Jt~n~land to fee<l the ~·c1uirrels have tlti~ {'qnalbmtion tax or fee on cotton l<>ft off until th.e 
on tlle Cavitol GrounrlR for one winter. [Laughter.] cotton producers can have time to de<:We for them::;elves 

Tl~£' ,'enator from Ohio [Mr. f'EI"S]. the Sruator from Wis- whether or 110t they waut to have impo:e<l upon them the 
cousm [:\Ir. LE,'ROOT], the H~nator from Conne('tieut [Mr. Me- propo:e<l NIUali:r.a tion tax or fee on cotton. I am willing for 
LEA.·l, tlte Senator from NE'w Hump~hire (Mr. MosEs], and the the grain-gTowing west t{l baye the aid provided for ju this 
Senato~ from l\Ia. sachusetts [ Ir. Grr.r.ETT] are all to.,etber in uill. The fannert-: out there aE:k for it. Th<'Y apvrove it. They 
oppo~itwn to fnrm relief le!g-i:-.lntiou. Tllut ought to :ecurc ·up- have imlnr:ed the e<}ualization tax or fee on grain and I am 
1)m·t for ~ost of the provisions of t11e blll. willing to let them try out the plan now that they have RO 

I read lD t~e WnHllin~ton n<>w~pnpers nhout a banquet sup- nnanimou~ly indor:-:ed if the equalization tax or fee on cotton i:;~ 
poF:Pd to h gl~·en here in 'Vashing-ton thi.-: week b~· Mr. 'Vork, vost}Xmed a.· I have :-<ngg~ted until the cotton farmers p:l:-iH upon 
of P<•JHJ~ylvan!a, • ~·cretnry of the Interio1·, one of ~Ir. l\IPllon's tht:> mutter. 1'he bill provides tlHtt they may borrow on their 
Yery warm fneuu.:· and ardent; ~npporter~. It wa:-:1 a kind of cotton from the revolviug fund. The Revublican leader~ can 
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not cite a single big deal that you have tried to put over where 
roo ha-ve not granted just what the Lig Republican favorites 
wanted. But you are not will iug to grant to the farmers of the 
country substantial relief f-rom the Republican agencies that 
have pillaged nwl plmHl<'re<l them. 1Ir. Pre~ident, I supported 
thi::) measure L fore nmended as I have suggested, with regard 
to cotton, and I shall ~um>ort it again witil that provision in it. 

.. Ir. l\Iu ....... ARY obtained the floor. 
~ [r. IIA.RRISO ... ". :ur. Prt~~ident, I ask unanimous consent 

tLat the Senator from Ort'gon may ha-ve 15 minutes. lie is 
the chairman of the committee. 

The VICE PRESIDE~ ·T. Is there objection? 
:.\Ir. 1\lc ....... ARY. I ohject mr:::Plf, because I made objection to 

other· hann~ au cxten~ion of time. 
I lm1e a parlinmentary inquiry to ru·opounu. Is it necessary 

to J>ropose ameuuments prior to 4 o'clock? 
Tile YICE PRESIDFJNT. Amendments can be recei-ved after 

4 o'<.:lo(;k, but will not be subject to ueuate after 4 o'clock. 
;\Ir. :!\Ic~ARY. I ha-ve two amendments which I desire to 

have the clerk 1·ead, and I want to discuss tlH~m just for a 
mom<'nt. 

:Mr. WALSH of ::\Iontnna. lfr. Pref':ident, I diu not hear llie 
rl•:-:ponse of the Presiding Officer to the inquiry of the Senator 
from Oregon. 

'l'he YICE PRESIDE ..... T. Amendments can be presented 
after 4 o'do<:k, but without debate. 

:Ur. ::\IcNARY. Mr. President, the amendments I offer are 
nut contained in tile hil1 now before the Senate for its con
siueration. They ~-:imply grant to the board new powers hy 
pt>rmitting the board, unaer certain rules and plans, to be by 
them fa~llionro to grant in. nrance policies to the producers of 
},a:ic agricultural commodities, to insure them against loss 
from the time of the har1est to the time of marketing, to 
prl'ICnt violent fluctuations during that period, the amount of 
the premiums to be dccidf'd upon by the board. The premiums 
in all cases are to cover any lo~ es, so that before the time 
the farmer delt-vers hhi product or hi~ commodity to tlle mar
ket:-:, or to the warchonsE'm€'n, or to any other place for storage, 
lte may holcl the product for a period of time, and be assured 
aguinst los during the period that it is withheld. 

:\fr. Pre.·ident, with thi~ very brief explanation, I desire to 
ha\e the two amendment read. They are amendments to 
HPparate parts of the bill, and consequently they are embodied 
in two different amendments. But they reach the que:tion of 
in:urance again~t priee :fluctuationR during the period between 
tlle haryesting and marketing, and I ask that tile clerk may 
rNtu them. 

The VI 'E rnESIDE ... iT. The clerk will renu the amend
mf'nt. . 

'l'he CniEF CLERK. On page 9, line 5, strike out down through 
line 5 on page 10, and im;ert in lieu thereof the following: 

(d) During the continuance of such operatlons 1n any 1Jasic agricul
tural colllDlodity, tl.Je boal'd i:s authorized to enter into agreements, for 
the purpo. e of cart·ying out the policy declared in f.ection 1, with any 
cooperative a ocialion engagt'u In handling the basic agricultuJ'al com
modity, or with a corpor, lion created by one or more of such coopera
tive as uciations, or with processors of the basic agricultural com
modity. 

(c) Such a.~ec>ments may provide for (1) removing or disposing of 
any surplus of the basic agricultural commodity, (2) withholding such 
surplus, (3) in ·urin~ such commodity against unuue and excessive 
fiuctuaUons in market con«lltions, and (4) financing the purchase, 
storagP., or ale or other disposition of the commodity. The moneys 
in tbe stal1ilizatlon fund of the basic agricultural commodity shall be 
available for carrying out such agreements. In the case of any ngree
meut in r<'spect of the removal or disposal of the surplus of a basic 
ngriculturill commoulty, the ugreement shall provide both for the pay
ment from the ,' tnbllization fund for the commodity of the amount of 
lo. :;ef!, cost~. and charges, at'l ln6 out of the purchase, storage, or sale 
or other ui"llOHltlon of th commotllty or out of contracts therefor, and 
for tlle payment into the tabllizatlon fund for the commodity of profits 
(a!tt>r dPlluctin~ all co ts and charges provided for in the agr ..... ement) 
arising out of ~uch purclla.:e, storage, or sale or other diSJ.lOSition, or 
contracts therefor. In tbe c11se of agreements in urlng such commodity 
nga1nRt undue and exec>::.-, lve fluctuations in markf>t conditions, the board 
mny insure any cooperative marketing a · ociation against decline in the 
mal' J-et pric~ for tile commodity n t the time of. sale by the ussoclation 
from the mnrket price for :-uch commodity at the time of delivery to 
the association. 

On page 10, line 7, after "as. ociations," Insert ", or cor-poration 
created by one or more cooperative as ociations.'' 

Ir. McNARY. I do not tllink it is nece~sary to read the 
other propo.·al, because it foHows along the same line, anu the 
:-:umc !:lUf!ge. tinn i~ contnin<'d in it iliat is foun<l in the one just 
r~ad.. 

I ask for tlle adoption of tho!'<' amendments. 
The YICE PRESIDENT. The pending qnel-'tion 1.~ on the 

amendment offered by the Senator from New llampl'hire [:\Ir. 
l\JOKES]. 

Mr. McNARY. Before the clerk states that amendment, the 
Senator from Tennest'lee [Mr. 1\IcKEJ,LAR] has one or two amend
mt>nts to offer, and the Renator from 'Vest Yirginia f:M:r. NEELY] 
has an amendment to offer, I shoulu rather have thos<' ameml
ments b0fore the Senate prior to the yote upon any one of the 
amenllments. I yield to the Scnatol· from TenncSI'lPe. 

::.\Ir. McKELLAR l\lr. PresiUent, I offer an amendment in 
regard to tobacco which I ~end to the de~k. 

The VICE PRESIDE ... ·T. Is there objection to the tC'mpo1·ary 
laying a . ide of the amendment of the Senator from New Hamp
~;hire'l 

Mr. McNARY. It is not n<>ees~ary to di:-:tnrh 1h f':ituntion. 
so fal' as tlte amendment of the Renator from New llampl'lhir<• 
i'3 concerned. I only tleJ;ire the presentation of other nmend
ments at this time anu to have them rend. Lut not to be acted 
upon. 

The VICE PRE,,IDE.~. ·T. 'Vithout objPetion, the clerk will 
l'Cad the amendment suhrnitted hy the Rcu?Jtor from Tenne~:E'e. 

ThP Chief Clerk reatl as followf:l : 
On vage 7, line 2:), after " rice," in. ert a <·omml\ and " tollaec(f '' ; 

and in line 26, strike out the period mul insert n comma untl the follow
il'.g: "except that the bonru may, in its <li~:~cr.-Uon, trent one or mort> 
Yaricti<>S or type· of tobacco OR a separate ba~:~ic ngrl<:ul1urul com
modity.'' 

On page 8, line 9, after "rice," ins rt a comma nnu " lohU<'l'o." 
On page 8, line 11, after "rice," lnl'lert a comma und " tolll!C('O." 
On page 21, after line !), 1ns~>rt the following: 
"(4) In the case of tobacco, the term 'sale' means a c;ale or othl'r 

disposition to any dealer in 1 af inhacco or to any l'l'ld,dPI'Pd manu
facturer of the products of tob,H·c·o." 

On page 21, line 10, strike out "(4)" and insert in lieu tht•reof ''(!';)." 

Ou pngc 21, line 12, strike out "(5)'' and in;;ert in li~>u tlwrcof ''(G)." 
On page 22. after line 13, in. ert the following: 
"(4) The term 'tobacco' m~>ans lraf tobncco, stt•mme<l or tln· 

stem.me«l." 
On J)Uge 10, line 17, after "cotton," in,;ert a coiTlJ11Lt nnd "or 

tobacco." 

Mr. GLASS. 1\Ir. President, may I a:;;l{ if this is the nmencl
meut to which one of tile Wa~hiugtou ne,yspapers thi;-; morning 
referred as expected to get rue to change my vote on the bill? 
[Lau~hter.] 

Mr. McKELLAR. I offer another amenclment awl 11!-'l- that 
it may be read. 

The VICE PRESIDE~ ·T. 'lllJe clerk will I'E>Htl the fllll<'llfhne-nt 
sent to the de~::k by the Senator from TenncsHee. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 9, line 4, add the followln~: 
nnd until the board shall become Rnllsfied that u. mnjot·ity or tl1r I1ro
duccrs of such commodity favor . uch action. 

Mr. l\fcKELLAR Immt lliately foiJowing thnt am<'n<lmf'nt I 
offer auo.thcr amendment on behalf of the senior ~enntor frow 
North Carolina [.Mr. ~n.1 roxs], who, thou~h pre.·put, i~ not 
feeling well this afternoon. 

The VICEJ PRESID:ENT. The amemlnumt will bt> stait>u. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On pa~c ~. line lG, after the wonl "l'OJn

moLlity, ., insert the followi11g provi:o : 
Provu1P.d, That in any State where not as ronny ns GO PN' c ut of the 

producers of tlle commodity are me~nucrs of such coopcratlye assoda
tlons or· other organizations, nn PXPtC'Stdon from the producers of the 
commodity shall be obtained through a Stat<> convention of tmdl J1ro
dncers, to be calll'<l by the head of the drpartmt>nt of ngricult11re or 
·uch Stutf', undP.r rulf's an«l regulations prc..:<:rlhcu by him. 

Mr. REED of ~lis:-;ouri. Mr. Pre. idcnt, will the rnlt>s J>Pl'mit 
an inquiry of the ~ena tor from 'l'enne:-~. ee at this poiu t? . D~e:-: 
the last amendment read fix it o that if le~H than a maJority 
are in favor of the , cheme it may be auovted? Is it planned to 
call a State convention, a minority of which may l>c~ able to 
accomplish the re. ult desire<l? 

1\lr. 1\IoKELLAR. No. . 
Mr. REF~D of MLsouri. Then what UO<'~tl it menu? 
Mr. McKELLAR. It means exactly whnt it Rays, that :-;ndl 

a convention Rhall pa-: · on it befot·e it is put into operntiou. 
1\!r. GEORGE. Oh no, Mr. Pre~ident. . 
The VICI·~ PRESIDFJ ...... T. Debate il:l not in order. 
Mr. :McKELLAR. On behalf of the Renior Senator from 

North Carolina [Mr. SIMM:o .~s], I present an amendment, which 
I send to the desk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On pn~e 11, line 2, after the words u sub

mitteu by," insert the following: 

j 
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The heads of the agricultnral dGparlments of the several States 

within the Federal land-bank district and from li ts submitted by. 

1\Ir. :McKELLAR. Also on behalf of tl1e senior Senator from 
North Carolina, I submit the amendment which I send to the 
de 'k. 

l\fr. BRUCE. Mr. Pre ident, has not the hour of 4 o'clock 
arrived? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The hour of 4 o'clock has arrived 
and debate is closed. The clerk will state the amendment sub
mitted by the Senator from Tennessee on behalf of the Senator 
from North Carolina. 

The CHIEF Cr.E:RK. Also, on page 2, line 16, after the words 
" consist of," strike out the word " five " and insert the word 
" even," and on page 2, line 23, after the word "adjourn," 
insert the following : 

Two of the members of the nominating committee in each district 
shall be elected by a majority vote of the heads of the agricultural 
departments of the several States of each Federal land-bank district at 
a meeting to be held in the same city and at the same time of the meet
ing of the convention of the bona fide farm organizations and coopera
tive associations in each district. 

Mr. McKELLAR I now offer another amendment in my 
own behalf. 

Mr. l\IcNARY. 1\Ir. President, I have no objection to the 
amendments, because they attempt to give the prouucer a 
larger voice--

Ur. REED of :Missouri. Oh, no, 1\Ir. President, no debate 
i~ permissible. 

l\Ir. KINO. Regular order! We object because these amend
ments are intended to bludgeon men into farm organizations 
against their will. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Tile <:lerk will state the amend
ment submitted by the Senator from Tennes. ee. 

The CHIEF CLEBK. On page 20, line 22, strike out through 
line 2. on page 21, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(2) In the cnse · of cotton, the term " processing" means spinning, 
milling, or any manufacturing of cotton other than ginning; the term 
"flalc" means a sale or other dispOf>ition in the United States of cotton· 
for :;;pinning, milling, or any manufactul'ing other than ginning, or 
for delivery outside the United States; and the term "transportation" 
means the acceptance of cotton by a common carrier for delivery to 
any person for spinning, milling, or any manufacturing of cotton other 
than ginning, or for delivery outside the United States; occurring 
after the beginning of operations by tbe board in respect of cotton. 

On page 21, line 10, strike out the word "The " and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: " In the case of basic agricultural commodi
ties other than cotton, the." 

Mr. NEELY rose. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Senators will understand that 

theBe amendments will have to be offered formally from the 
floor. They will have to be offered again because there is an 
amendment now pending. 

::.\Ir. NEELY. In view of the statement of the Chair I shall 
withhold the amendment which I was about to offer and which 
has been accepted by the chairman of the committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from New Hampshire [M.r. l\fosEs]. 

Mr. HEFLIN :dlay the amendment be reported? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The pending amendment will be 

read. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 7, line 25, after the word "rice," 

in. ert 'the words "hay, apples, potatoes, all dairy products." 
On page 8, line 9, after the word rice," insert the words 

4
' hay, apples, potatoes, all dairy products." 

On page 8, line 9, after the word "rice," insert the words 
"hay, apples, potatoes, all dairy products." 

The VICE PRESIDE1.~T. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Let us have the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
The amendm·ent was rejected. 
Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I think the next amend

ment to be considered is one which I offered, but I withhold 
that until the insurance proposition is disposed of. 

l\I.r. McNARY. I now make formal offer of the amendments 
which I explah]~d a moment ago. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read the first 
amendment offered by the Senator from Oregon. 

The Chief Qlerk read as follows : 
On page 0, line 5, strike out down through line 5 on page 10, and 

tn.;ert In lieu thereof the following: . 
"(d) During the continuance of such operations in any basic agri

cultural commodity, the board is autbo~zed to enter into agreements, 

LXVIII--222 

for the purpose of carrying out the policy oedared in section 1, with 
nny cooperative association engaged in handling the basic agricultural 
commodity, ot· with a corporation created by one or more of such co
operative associations, or with processors of the basic agricultural 
commodity. 

" (e) Such agrel.'ments may provide for ( 1) removing or dispo. iog of 
any surplus of the basic agl'icultural commodity, (2) withholding such 
surplus, (3) insuring such commodity against undue and excessive 
fluctuations in market conditions, and ( 4) financing the purchase, stor
age, or sale or other disposition of the commodity. The moneys in the 
stabilization fund of the basic agricultural commodity shall be available 
for carrying out such agreements. In the case of any agreement in . · 
respect of the removal or disposal of the surplus of a basic agricultural · 
commodity, the agreement shall provide both for the payment from the 
stabilization fund for the commodity of the amount of los es, costs, 
and charges, arising out of the purchase, storage, or sale or other dis
position of the commollity or out of contracts therefor, and for the 
payment into the stabilization fund for the commodity of profits (after 
deducting all costs and charges provided for in the agreement) ru·iHing 
out of such purchase, storage, or sale or other disposition, or contracts 
therefot·. In the case of agreements insuring such commodity again t 
undue and excessive fluctuations in market conditions, the boar·d may 
insure any cooperatiye marketing association against decline in the 
market price for the commodity at the time of sale by the association, 
from the market price for such commodity at the time of delivery to 
the association." 

On page 10, line 7 , after "association," insert: ", or corporation 
created by one or more cooperative associations." 

The VICE PRESIDEN'l'. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. REED of Missoul'i. I call for the yeas and nay . 
The yea::; and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
1\ir. BROlJSSARD (when lllil name was calleu). I have a 

general pair with the enior Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. MosEs], who is unaT"oidably absent. I had an understand
ing with him, howeT"er, that I could vote on thi amendment. I 
vote" yea." 

Mr. BRATTON (lrhen the name of Mr. JoNES of New Mexico 
was called). The senior Senator from New Mexico rMr. 
JoNES] is absent on account of illness. He is paired with the 
senior Senator from Kew York [Ml·. W .ADSWORTH]. If the 
senior Senator from New Mexico were present he would vote 
"yea." 

Mr. McMASTER (when Mr. NoRBECK's name was called). 
The senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. EDGE] has a general 
pair with the senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. NoB
BECK]. Both Senators are unavoidably absent from the Senate. 
The Senator from South Dakota, having been in a serious 
automobile accident, is now confined to the hospital. I am 
authorized to state that if the senior Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. EDGE] were present he would vote "nay," and if the 
senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. NoRBECK] were pres
ent he would vote "yea." 

Mr. GLASS (when Mr. SwANSON's name was called). l\'Iy 
colleague [Mr. SwA soN] is unavoidably ab ent. He is paired 
with the Senator from Delaware [Mr. nu PoNT]. I do not uow 
know how either Senator would vote on this question. 

The roll call having been concluded the result was an
nounced-yeas 54, nays 33, as follows: 

Ashurst 
Bratton 
Brous ard 
Cameron 
Capper 
Caraway 
Copeland 
Deneen 
Dill 
Ferris 
Fletcher 
Frazier 
Gooding 
Gould 

Bayard 
Bingham 
Blease 
Borah 
Bruce 
Couzens 
Curtis 
Dale 
Edwards 

Hru·reld 
Ilarris 
Harrison 
Hawes 
Heflin 
Howell 
Johnson 
Jones, Wash. 
Kendrick 
La Follette 
McKellar 
McMaster 
Mc~ru·y 
Mayfield 

Ernst 
Fess 
Georp;(' 
Gerry 
Gillett 
Glass 
Goff 
Greeiie 
Hale 

YEA8-54 
Means 
Neely 
-orris 

Nye 
Oddie 
Overman 
Pine 
Pittman 
Ransdell 
Robinson, Ark. 
Robinson, Ind. 
Schall 
Sheppard 
Shipstead 

NAYS-33 
Keyes 
King 
J.enroot 
McL!'au 
Metcalf 
Pepper 
Phipps 
Reed_l\fo. 
Reed, Pa. 

NOT VOTING-8 

Simmons 
Smith 
Stanfield 
Steck 
Stephens 
Stewart 
Trammell 
Tyson 
Underwood 
Walsh, ;\font. 
Watson 
Wheeler 

Sackett 
Shortridge 
'\Yalsh. :\lass. 
Warren 
Weller 
Willis 

ou Pont .Jones, N.Mex. Norbeck Swanson 
Edge Moses Smoot Wadsworth 

So .Mr. McNARY's amendment -was agreed to. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. I offer the amendment which I send to 

the desk. 
Mr. HARRISON. Will not the Senator permit to be ftrst 

read the other amendment of the Senator from Oregon, which 
is right in line with the last one and carries out the insurance 
feature? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read the second 
amendment offered by the Senator from Oregon. 

1\ir. McNARY. I offered two amendments. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Th'e clerk will read the second 

amendment offered by the Senator from Oregon. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 18 it is proposed to strike out 

lines 11 and 12, and to insert in lieu ther·eof the following : 
(c) Any loan under subdivision (a) or (b) shall bear interest at 

the rate of 4 per cent per annum. 
(d) The board may at any time enter into a contract with any 

cooperative marketing association engaged in marketing any basic 
agricultural commodity, insuring such association for periods of 12 
month s against decline in the market price for such commodity at the 
time of sale by the as ociation from the market price for such com
modity at the time of delivery to the association. For such insurance 
the association shall pay such premium, to be determined by the board, 
upon each unit of the basic agricultural commodity reported by the 
association for coverage under the insurance contract, as will cover the 
risks of the insurance. 

On page 17, line 11, after "loans," insert "and insurance." 
On page 15, line 13, after the comma, insert " premiums paid for 

insurance under section 12,". 
On page 15, strike out line 16 through the comma in line 20 and 

insert "(b) the board, in anticipation of the collection of the equaliza
tion fees and the payment of premiums for insurance under section 12, 
and in order promptly to make the payments required by any agree
ment under section 6 or by the insurance contracts under section 
12 and to pay salaries and expenses of experts,". 

On page 16, line 11, strike out all after the word "only," down 
through the comma in line 14, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"(1) the payments required to be made by any agreement under sec
tion 6 or by an insurance contract under section 12,". 

On page 19, line 1, after the parenthesis, strike out through the 
word " act " in line 3 and insert in lieu thereof the following : " in
cluding the payments required by auy agreement under section 6 ,or by 
the insurance contracts under section 12." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Oregon. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
l\Ir. McKELLAR obtained the floor. 
1\lr. HARRISON. I have offered an amendment, which, I 

thiuk, should come first. 
l\Ir. i\1oKELL.A.R. The amendment I have offered is to cor

rect the text, and I hope we may first have a vote on it. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment offered by the 

Sen a tor from Tennessee will be read. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 7, line 25, after the word "rice," 

it is proposed to insert a comma and the word "tobacco"; and 
in line 26, to strike out the period and to insert a comma and 
the following: 
except that the board may, in its discretion, treat as a separate basic 
agricultural commodity one or more of such classes or types of tobacco 
as are designated in the classification of the Department of Agriculture. 

On page 8, line 9, after the word " rice," insert a comma and 
the word " tobacco." 

On 11age 8, line 11, after the word "rice," insert a comma and 
the word " tobacco." 

On })age 21, after line 9, insert the following: 
( 4) In the case of tobacco, the term " sale " means a sale or other 

disposition to any dealer in leaf tobacco or to any registered manufac
turer of the products of tobacco. 

On page 21, line 10, strike out " ( 4)" and insert in lieu 
thereof "(5)." 

On page 21, line 12, strike out " ( 5) " and insert in lieu 
thereof "(6) ." 

On page 22, after line 13, insert the following: 
(4) The term "tobacco" means leaf tobacco, stemmed or unstemmed. 

On page 10, line 17, after "cotton," insert a comma and the 
words "or tobacco." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
propo:sed by the Senator from Tennessee. 

~'.be amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. 1\foKELLAR. I offer another amendment, which I ask 

that the clerk may read. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 9, line 4, it is proposed to 

insert the following: 

a.nd until the board shall become satisfied that a majority of the 
producers of such commodity favor such action. 

Mr. HARRISON. :Mr. President, I thought the Senator 
from Tennessee was going to offer a different amendment. I 
offered first my amendment in reference to the two yea1·s' def
erence of the payment of the equalization fee and think it 
should be first considered. 

Mr. 1\lcKELLAR. 1\ly amendment is merely to correct the 
text. 

l\Ir. HARRISON. No; that is not merely to correct the 
text. 

1\Ir. McKELLAR. 1\ly amendment naturally comes first. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks that the amend

ment of the Senator from Mississippi was first offered and 
is entitled to be first voted on. The clerk will state the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On puge 10, after line 20, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

(i) No operations under this section shall be commenced by the 
board in respect of any basic agricultural commodity pr·ior to the 
determination and imposition by the board of the equalization fee in 
respect of such commodity. 

On page 14, at the end of line 4, insert the following: 
No equalization fee shall be imposed, collected, or paitl in respect 

of cotton prior to the expiration of two years from the date of the 
approval of tllis act. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I move to amend the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Mississippi by striking from the 
second paragraph thereof the words " iu respect of cotton." 
I ask the Secretary to read the amendment as it would read 
with the amendment which I have offered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read as requested. 
The CHIEF CLERK. With the words stricken out by the pro

posed amendment to the amendment it reads : 
No equalization fee shall be imposed, collected, or paid prior to the 

expiration of two years from the .date of the approval of this act. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Montana to the 
amendment of the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARru:soN]. 

Mr. BORAH. Let us have the yeas and nays. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BROUSSARD (when his name was called). Making the 

same announcement as before, I vote "yea." 
Mr. McMASTER (when Mr. NoRBECK's name was called). I 

make the same announcement with reference to the general pair 
announced previously between my colleague the senior Sen a toL· 
from South Dakota [Mr. NoRBECK] and the senior Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. EDGE]. I am not advised as to how the senior 
Senator from New Jer ey would vote, if present; but the senior 
Senator from South Dakota, if present, would vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. BRATTON. I desire to announce that my colleague the 

senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. JoNES] is absent on ac
count of illness. He has a general pair with the senior Senator 
from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH]. If the Senator from New 
Mexico were present, on this question he would vote " nay." 

Mr. GLASS. I desire to repeat the announcement with re
spect to the pair of my colleague [Mr. SwANsoN] which I made 
on the previous vute. 

The result was announced-yeas 35, nays 52, a · follows: 
YEA.S-35 

Ashurst f'~orge Lenroot Shortl'idge 
Bingham GE-rry McLean ~~S~~god Blease Glass Metcalf 
Borah Goff Overman Walsh, Mass. 
Broussard Hale Pepper Walsh, l\lont. 
Dill Harris Phipps Warren 
Ernst Harrison Pittman Weller 
Fess Jones, Wash. Reed, Mo. Willis 
Fletcher King Reed, Pa. 

NA.YS-52 
Bayard Frazier McKellar Sackett 
Bratton Gillett McMaster Schall 
Bruce Gooding li~~~ld Sheppard 
Cameron Gould Shipstead 
Capper Greene Means Simmons 
Caraway Harreld Neely Smith 
Copeland Hawes Norris Stanfield 
Couzens Heflin Nye Steck 
Curtis Rowell Oddie Stewart 
Dale Johnson Pine Trammell 
Deneen Kendrick Ransdell Tyson 
Edwards Keyes Robinson, Ark. Watson 
Ferris La Follette Robinson, Ind. Wheeler 

NOT VOTING-8 
duPont Jones, N.Mex. Norbeck Swanson 
Edge Moses Smoot Wadsworth 
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So the amendment of Mr. WALSH of Montana to Mr. HABRI

soN's amendment was rejected. 
Mr. REED of Mis ouri. Mr. President, I moye to amend the 

amendment by striking out the words " in respect of cotton" 
and striking out the words " two years " and inserting in lieu 
thereof "one year." 

The VICE PRESIDE~T . The Secretary will state the 
amendment as proposed to be amended. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows : 
No equalization fee shall be imposed, collected, or paid prior to the 

expiration of one year from the date of the approval of this act. 

Mr. HARRISON. I call for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll; and Mr. AsHURST voted in the affirma
tive. 

l\1r. NEELY. Mr. President, a point of order. I make the 
point of order that the demand for the yeas and nays bas 
not been sustained by one-fifth of the Senators present. 

Mr. REED of :Missouri. I make the point of order that the 
I'Oll call has been ordered and started, and a response bas been 
made. 

The YICE PRESIDENT. The point of order is wen taken. 
The Secretary will continue the calling of the roll. 

The Chief Clerk resumed the calling of the roll. 
Mr. BROUSSARD (when his name was called). I make the 

~arne announcement as before as to my pair and its transfer~ 
and vote " yea." 

:Mr. BRATTON (when the name of Mr. JoNES of New Mexico 
was called). I make the same announcement that I made on 
the preceding vote with respect to the pair between my cor-· 
league [l\Ir. JoNEs of New Mexico] and the Senator from New 
York [Mr. WADswoRTH]. If the Senator fi·om New Mexico 
were present he would vote " ·nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. GLASS. I repeat the announcement heretofore made 

that my colleague [Mr. SwANSON] is unavoidably absent. He 
is paired with the Senator from Delaware [Mr. DUPoNT}. 

The result was announced-yeas 36, nays 51~ as follows: 

Ashurst 
Bingham 
Blease 
Borah 
Broussard 
Rruce 
Dill 
Edwards 
Ernst 

Bayard 
nratton 
Cameron 
Capper 
Caraway 
Copeland 
Couzens 
Curtis 
Dale 
Deneen 
}i'erris 
l•'razier 
Gillett 

Fess 
Fletcher 
George 
Gert·y 
Glass 
Goff 
Hale 
Harris 
Harrison 

YEAS-36 
King 
Lenroot 
:McLean 
Metcalf 
Overman 
Pllipps 
Pittman 
Reed, Mo. 
Reed, Pa. 

NAYS-51 
Gooding McMaster 
Gould McNary 
Greene Mayfield 
Harreld Means 
Haw~ Neely 
Heflin Norris 
Howell Nye 
Johnson Oddie 
Jones, Wash. Pepper 
Kendrick Pine 
Keyes Ransdell 
La Follette Robinson, Ark. 
McKellar Robinson, Ind. 

NOT VOTING-8 

Shortridge 
Simmons 
Stepbens 
Trammell 
Underwood 
Walsh, Mass. 
Warren 
Weller 
Willis 

Rackett 
Schall 
Sheppard 
Ship stead 
Smith 
Stanfield 
Steck 
Stewart 
Tyson 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 
Wheeler 

du l'ont Jones, N.Mex. Norbeck Swanson 
Edge Moses Smoot Wadsworth 

So the amendment of 1\Ir. REED of Missouri to Mr. IIARRI
so4..,•s amendment was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is upon agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.' H.mmsoN]. 

Mr. HARRISON. I call for the yeas and nays. 
l\fr. HEFLIN. l\fr. President, a parliamentary inquiry._ 

The amendment now pending simply defers the equalization 
fee on cotton? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the, 
amendment of the Senator from Mississippi 

The CHIEF CLEP.x. On page 10, after_ line 20, it is proposed 
to insert the following : 

(i) No operations under this section shall be commenced by the 
board in respect of any basic agricultural commodity prior to the 
determination and imposition by the board of the equalization tee in 
respect of such commodity. 

On page 14, line 4, at the end of the line, insert the fol
lowing: 

No equalization fee shall be imposed, collected, or paid in respect 
of cotton prior to tbe expiration of two years from the date of the 
approval of this act. 

1\lr. HARRISON and Mr. HEFLIN called for the yeas and 
nays, and they were ordered. 

Tile VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from l\liss1 sippi: The Sec-
1·etary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BROUSSARD (when his name was called). 1\laking 

the same announcement as heretofore made, I vote "yea." 
1\lr. BRATTON (when the name of Mr. JoNES of New Mex~ 

ico was called) . I desire to make the same announcement that 
I made on the previous vote respecting the pail· between my 
colleague [l\Ir. JoNES of New Mexico] and the Senator fi·om 
New York [Mr. WADSWORTH]. If my colleague were present, 
he would vote " nay " on this question. 

The roll call was concluded. 
l\fr. MoMA.STER. In reference to the general pair between 

my colleague [Mr. NoRBECK] and the senior Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. EDGE], I am informed that if both Senators were 
present, they would vote "nay." 

Mr. GLASS. My colleague [Mr. SwANSON] is unavoidably 
absent and is paired with the junior Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. ou PoNT]. If my colleague were present, on this question 
he would vote "nay .... 

The result was announced-yeas 17, nays 69, as follows: 

Ashurst 
Blease 
Broussa1·d 
Fletcher 
George 

Bayard 
Bingham 
Borah 
Bratton 
Bruce 
Cameron 
Capper 
C'traway 
Copeland 
Couzens 
Curtis . 
Dale 
Deneen 
Dill 
Edwards 
Ernst 
Ferris 
Fess 

Harris 
Harrison 
lleflin 
King 
McKellar 

Frazier 
Gerry 
Gillett 
Glass 
Goff 
Gooding 
Gould 
Greene 
Hale 
Harreld 
Hawes 
Howell 
.Johnson 
Jones, Wash. 
Kendrick 
Keyes 
La Follette 
Len root 

YE.d.S-17 

0\"erman 
Pine 
Simmons 
Smith 
Stephens 

~AYS-G9 

McLean 
Me Master 
McNary 
Mayfield 
Means 
Metcalf 
Neely 
Norris 
Nye 
Oddie / 
Pepper 
Phipps 
Ransdell 
Reed, Mo. 
Reed, Pa. 
Robinson, Ark. 
Robinson, Ind. 
Sackett 

NOT VOTING_:_9 

Trammell 
Undet·wood 

Schall 
Sheppard 
Shipstead 
Shortridge 
Stanfield 
Steck 
Stewart 
Tyson 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Watson 
Weller 
Wheeler 
Willis 

du Pont Moses Pittman Swanson 
Edge Norbeck Smoot Wadswot·th 
Jones, N.Mex. 

So 1\fr. HARRISON's amendment was rejected. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I now offer the amendment which I sent 

to the desk a moment ago. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read the amend

ment. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 9, line 4, insert: 
And until the board shall become satisfied that a majority of the 

producers of such commodity favor such action. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Tennessee. 

},fi·. GEORGE. 1\fr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state his inquiry. 
Mr. GEORGE. I wish to have the amendment read again, 

as there was oo much noise I could not understand it. I do not 
know whether the word "shall" or "may" was used. 

The VICE PRESIDEJ:IlT. The clerk will read the amendment 
again. 

The Chief Clerk again read the amendment. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. I would like to have the amendment 

read in connection with the text, so that we may understand it. 
Mr. lloKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent that that be 

done. 
Mr. REED of Missouri It ought to be done without unani

mous consent. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read the text as it 

would read if amended as proposed by the Senato:r from 
Tennessee. 

The CHIF;F CLERK. Starting to read on page 8, line 21, the
bill as amended would read : 

Any decision by the board relattng to the commencement ar termi
nation of such operations shall require the affirmative vote of a 
majority of the appointed members in office, and the board shall not 
commence or terminate operations in any basic agricultural commodity 
unless members of the board representing Federal land-bank clistricts 
which in the aggregate produced during the precedin.g crop year, 
according to the estimates of the Department of Agriculture, more than 
50 pa· cent of such commodity, vote in ·favor thereof, and until the 
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board shall become satisfied that a majority of the producers of such 
commodity favor such action. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. How would they satisfy themselves? 
Is there any provision about that? 

1\lr. McKELLAR. Nothing but what is contained in the 
amendment. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. They have just to guess at it. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I offer an amendment on behalf of the 

senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SIMMONS]. 
The VICE PRESIDENT.' The clerk will state the amend

ment. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 8, line 16, after the word " com

modity." insert : 
Pro vided, That in any State wheL"e not as many as 50 per cent of 

the producers of the commodity aL"e members of such cooperative asso
ciations, or other organizations, an expression from the producers of the 
commodity shall be olJtained through a State convention of such pro
ducers, to be called by the head of the department of agricultuL"e of 
such State under rules and r egulations prescribed by him. 

Mr. REED of Mi~sotui. 1\Ir. President, I do not desire to 
delay the Senate, but I ask for a record vote on these important 
amendments. I call for the seas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BROUSSARD (when his name was called). Making the 
same announcement as before, I vote "yea."~ 

1\Ir. BRATTON (when the name of Mr. Jol'."'ES of New Mexico 
w.a. · called). I repeat the announcement I made on the last 
vote r especting the pair between my colleague [Mr. JoNES of 
New l\lcxico] and the senior Senator from New York [Mr. 
W ADRWORTH]. If my colleague were present ancl voting, he 
woulu vote " yea " on this question. · 

The roll call was concluded. 
l\11·. McMASTER. I desire to announce that my colleague 

[1\Ir. NoRBECK] would vote "yea" if he were present and vot
ing, and the senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. EDGE], with 
whom he is paired, would vote "nay." 

Mr. BORAH (after having voted in the affirmative). Having 
had au opportunity to read the amendment, I vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 58, nays 29, as follows: 

Ashurst 
Blease 
Bratton 
Broussard 
Cameron 
Capper 
Caraway 
Copeland 
Curtis 
Dill 
Ernst 
Ferris 
l!'letchei" 
Frazier 
Geot·ge 

Bayard 
Bingham 
Borah 
Bruce 
Couzens 
Dale 
Deneen 
Edwards 

Glass 
Gooding 
Gould 
Harreld 
Harris 
Harrison 
Hawes 
Heflin 
Howell 
Johnson 
Kendrick 
La Follette 
McKellar 
McMaster 
McNary 

Fess 
Gerry 
Gillett 
G{)ff 
Greene 
Hale 
Jones, Wash. 
Keyes 

YEAS-58 
Mayfield 
Means 
Neely 
Nye 
Oddic 
Overman 
Phipps 
Pine 
Pittman 
nansdell 
Robinson, Ark. 
Robinson, Ind. 
Sackett 
Schall 
Sheppard 

NAYS-29 
King 
Lenroot 
McLean 
Metcalf 
Norris 
Pepper 
Reed, Mo. 
Reed, Pa. 

NOT VOTING-8 

Ship stead 
Simmons 
Smitlt 
Stanfield 
Steck 
Stephens 
Stewart 
Trammell 
Tyson 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren 
Watson 
Wheeler 

Shortridge 
Underwood 
Walsh, Mass. 
Weller 
Willis 

duPont Jones, N.Mex. Norbeck Swanson 
Edge Moses Smoot Wadsworth 

So Mr. McKELLAR's ap1endment was agreed to. 
Mr. l\IoKELLAR. I now formally offer another amendment 

on behalf of the senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
SIMMONS). 

'l'he VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read the amend
ment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 11, line 2, after the words " sub
mitted by," insert the following : 

The heads of the agricultural departments of the several States 
within the Federal land-bank districts and from lists submitted by. 

.M:r. REED of 1\fissouri. I ask that the amendment may be 
read in connection with the text. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read the text in 
connection with the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. Beginning to read on page 10, line 25 : 
1\leml.Jers of each commodity advisory council hall be elected annually 

by the board f1·om lists submittf'd by tlle heads of the agricultural 
departments of the several States within the Federal land-bank districts 
and from lists submitted by coopC'rative marketing associations and 
farm organizations determined by the board to be representative of tlle 
producers of such commodity. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the nmendment 
submitted by the Senator fTom Te1messee in behalf of the ~ena
tor from North Carolina. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
l\lr. McKELLAR. I now offer another amendment on behnlf 

of the Senator from North Carolina [l\lr. SIMMo~s]. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. ~'be amenument ·will be stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 16, after the word~"! " con

sist of," strike o~t the word "five" and insert the word "seven,'' 
and on page 2, llne 23, after t he word "adjourn," in ·ert: 

Two of the members of the nominating committee in each district 
shall be elected by a majority vote of the heads o! the agricultural 
departments of the several States of each Federal land-bank di.stl'ict 
at a meeting to be held in the same dty ancl at the same time of the 
meeting of the conv-ention of the bona fide farm organizations and 
cooperative associations in each district. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. l\Ir. President, I make the point of 
order that there are two amendments embraced in one. The 
undertaking is to amend the bill in two particulars in one 
amendment. 

The VICE PRERIDENT. The Senator from Missouri has a 
right to have them separated and to have them voted on sepa
rately. The clerk will state the first amendment. 

~'he CHm~ CLERK. On page 2, line 16, after the words " con
sist of," strike out the word "five" and insert the word 
"seven," so as to make the sentence r ead : 

There is hereby est.'lblished a uornin::tling committee in each of the 
12 Federal land-bank districts, to consist of 7 members. 

The VICE PUESIDEXT. The question is on ngreeiug to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the other part 

of the amendment submitted by the Senator from Tennessee on 
behalf of the Senator f1·om North . Carolina. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 23, after the word " ad
journ," insert: 

Two of the members of the nominating committee in each uistrict 
shall be elected by a majol'ity \ote of the heads of the agricultural 
departments of the several Sta tcs of each Federal land-bank district at 
a meeting to be held in the same city and at the same time of the 
meeting of the convention of the bona tide farm organizations anti 
cooperative organizations in each district. 

l\Ir. REED of Missouri. I ask to have read the text which 
the amendment proposes to strike out, in order that the Senate 
may be informed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read the text in con
nection with the amendment. 

The legislative clerk reacl as follows : 
(b) There is hereby established a nominating committee in each of 

the 12 Federal land-bank districts, to consist of seven members. Four 
of the members of the nominating committee in each district shall 
be elected by the bona tide farm organizations and cooperative asso
ciations in such• district at a convention of such organizations ancl 
associations, to be held at the office of the Federal land bank in 
such district, or at such other place in the city where such Federal 
land bank is located, to which the convention may adjourn. 

l\fr. REED of Missouri. Now, will the clerk please read the 
text that is to be changed? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is merely an addition of lan
guage, not a change. The cle rk will read the language to be 
added. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

On page 2, line 23, after the word "adjourn," insert: 
"Two of the members of the nominating committee in each clistrict 

shall be elected by a majority vote of the heads of the agricultural 
departments of the several States of each Federal laud-bauk district 
at; a meeting to be helcl in the same city and at the same time of the 
meeting of the convention of the bona fide farm organizations and 
cooperative associations in each district." 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. Pre ident, a parliamentary in
quiry. Does the amendment strike out the language in lines 
23, 24, and 25, on page 2? 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. It strikes out nothing. The 

amendment is in addition to the la.nguage now in the bill. 
Mr. REED of Missouri. It does not strike out the last sen

tence on page 2 : 11 One of the members of the nominating com
mittee in each district shall be appointed by the Secretary of 
Agriculture "? 

The YICE PRESIDENT. It does not strike that out. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I offer a further amendJilent, which I ask 

may be read. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read the amend

ment. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 20 of the bill strike out lines 

22 to 25, both inclusive, and on page• 21 of the bill strike out 
lines 1 and 2, in the following language : 

(2) In the case of cotton, the term "processing" means ginning, 
and the term " sale" means a sale or other disposition in the United 
States of cotton for milling or ginning for market, for resale, or for 
delivery by a common carrier-occurring after the beginning of opera
tions by the board in respect of cotton. 

And insert in lieu thereof the following : 
(2) In the case of cotton, the term "processing" means spinning, 

milling, or..- any manufacturing ot' cotton other than ginning; the term 
"sale" means a sale or other disposition in the United States of cotton 
for spinning, milling, or any manufacturing other than ginning, or for 
delivery outside the United States; and the term "transportation" 
means the acceptance of cotton by a common carrier for delivery to 
any person for spinning, milling, or any manufacturing of cotton other 
than ginning, or for delivery outside the United States; occurring 
after the beginning ot' operations by the board in respect ot' cotton. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

On a division the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I offer the further amendment which I 

send to the desk. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 21, line 10, strike out the first 

word in the line, " The," a.nd insert in lieu thereof the words 
" In the case of basic agricultural commodities other than 
cotton the," so as to make the paragraph read: 

In the case ot' basic agricultural commodities other than cotton 
the term "transportation" means the acceptance of a commodity by a 
common carrier for delivery. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Since we can not debate the amend
ment or ask anyone what it means, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on it. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
The amendment was rejected. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is still as in Committee of 

the Whole and open to amendment. 
1\Ir. NEELY. Mr. President, I offer "the amendment which I 

send to the desk. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the amend-

ment. 
The CHIEF CLERK. Beginning on page 17, strike out all of 

paragraph (b) of section 12, and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 

(b) For the purpose of developing continuity of cooperative services, 
including unified terminal marketing facilities and equipment, the board 
is authorized, upon such terms and conditions and in accordance with 
such regulations as it may prescribe, to make loans out of the revolving 
fund to any cooperative association engaged in the purchase, storage, 
sale, or other disposition, or processing of any agricultural commodity, 
(1) for the purpose of assisting any such association in the· acquisition, 
by purchase, construction, or otherwise, of facilities to be used in the 
storage, processing, or sale of such agricultural commodity, or (2) for 
the purpose of furnishing funds to such associations for necessary ex
penditures in federating, consolidating, or merging cooperative associa
tions, or ( 3) · for the purpose of furnishing to any such association funds 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offe1·ed by the Senator from West Virginia. 

On a division the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I move to amend by striking out, 

on page 2, beginning in line 11, after the word 11 Senate." the 
balance of page 2, all of page 3, and all of page 4 down to and 
including line 20, being the nominating feature of the bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend
ment of the Senator ffom Ohio. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I propose the amendment 

which was printed a few days ago as a substitute for the bill. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The proposed substitute will be 

stated. 
The CHIEF CLERK. The Senator from Kansas moves to strike 

out all after_ the enacting clause and insert a substitute. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, unless some Senator desires to 

have the amendment read, I think the reading may be dis
pensed with at this time. The amendment was printed in the 
REcon.n several days ago and has been fully explained. I do 
not care whether or not it is read again, unless some Senator 
desires to have it read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, the 
reading of the amendment will be dispensed with. 

[For the substitute proposed by Mr. CURTIS see Senate pro-
ceedings of February 7, 1927, page 3125.] 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask for the yeas and nays on the amendment. 
Mr. FESS. Let us have the yeas and nays. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 

in the nature of a substitute, proposed by the Senator fro~ 
Kansas, on which the yeas and nays are demanded. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro· 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BROUSSARD (when his name was called). I have a 
general pair with the senior Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. MosEs]. I do not know how he would vote on this ques
tion ; and therefore, I withhold my vote. 

Mr. BRATTON (when the name of l\Ir. JoNES of New Mexico 
was called). I repeat the announcement made on previous 
votes of the pair between my colleague, the senior Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. JoNES] and the Senator from New York 
[1\lr. WADSWOR-TH]. If my ooUeague were present and at lib
erty to vote he would vote " nay " on this question. 

Mr. McMASTER (when Mr. NoRBECK's name was called). 
My colleague, the senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. NoR
BECK], is paired with the senior Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. EDGE]. If my colleague were present, he would vote 
"nay" and the senior Senator from New Jersey would vote 
"yea." 

Mr. GLASS (when 1\Ir. SWAI"SON's name was called). I re
peat the announcement heretofore made that my colleague [Mr. 
SwANSON] is paired with the Senator from Delaware [1\Ir. 
nu PoNT]. Were my colleague present, on this question he 
would vote " yea." 

The roll call haT"ing been concluded, the result was an
nounced-yeas 32, nays 54, as follows : 

Bingham 
Blease 
Curtis 
Edwards 
Ernst 
Fess 
Fletcher 
George 

Ashurst 
Bayard 
Borah 
Bratton 
Bruce 
Cameron 
Capper 
Caraway 
Copeland 
Couzens 
Dale 
Deneen 
Dill 
Ferris 

Gerry 
Gillett 
Glass 
Goff 
Gould 
Hale 
Harris 
Keyes 

Frazier 
Gooding 
Greene 
Harreld 
Harrison 
Hawes 
Heflin 
Howell 
Johnson 
Jones, Wash. 
Kendrick 
La Follette 
McKellar 
McMaster 

YEAS-32 
King 
Len root 
McLeau 
Metcalf 
Ovet·man 
Pepper 
Phipps 
Reed, Mo. 

NAY8-54 
MCl.~ary 
Mayfield 
"Means 
Neely 
Norris 
Nye 
Oddie 
Pine 
Pittman 
Ransdell 
Robinson, Ark. 
Robinson, Ind. 
Schall 
Sheppard 

NOT VOTING-9 

Reed, Pa. 
Sackett 
Shortridge 
Underwood 
--walsh, Mass. 
Warren 
Wellel' 
WilUs 

Shipstead 
Simmons 
Smith 
Stanfield 
Steck 
Stephens 
Stewart 
Trammell 
Tyson 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 
Wheeler 

to be used by it as capital for any agricultural credit corporation Broussard 
eligible for receiving rediscounts from an intermediate credit bank. In duPont 
making any such loan the board may provide for the payment of such Edge 

Jones, N. Mex. 
Moses 

Norbeck 
Smoot 

Swanson 
Wadsworth 

charge, to be determined by the board from time to time, upon each unit So the amendment of Mr. CURTIS in ilie natm·e of a substi-
of the commodity handled by the association, as will within a period of tute was rejected. 
not more than 20 years repay the amount of such loan, together with The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be no further amendments 
interest thereon. The aggregate amounts loaned under this subdivision 

1 

to be offered, the bill will be reported to the Senate. 
and remaining unpaid shall not exceed at any one time the sum ot. The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and tile 
f25,ooo,ooo. _ amendments were concurred in. 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, and 

was read the third time. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Having been read the third time, 

the question is, Shall the bill pass? 
Mr. WATSON. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
:Mr. BROUSSARD (when his name was called). The Sena

tor from New Hampshire [Mr. MosEs], •with whom I have a 
general pair, was called away to-day. He is opposed ~o this 
bill; I favor 1t. Being unable to secure a transfer, I Withhold 
my vote. . 

1\Ir. BRATTON (when the name of Mr. JONES of New Menco 
was called). My colleague, the senior Senator from New 
Mexico [1\Ir. JoNES], is paired on this question with the Senator 
from New York [l\fr. WADSWORTH]. If my colleague were 
present he would vote "yea," and I am informed that if the 
Senator! from New York were present, he would vote" nay." 

Mr. KEYES (when the name of Mr. MosEs was called). My 
colleague, the senior Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. MosEs], 
is unavoidably absent. If present, he would vote "nay." 

1\Ir. McMASTER (when Mr. NouBEcK's name was called). 
As heretofore stated, my colleague, the senior Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. NoRBECK], is paired with the senior Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. EDGE]. If present, my colleague would 
vote "yea," and the senior Senator from New Jersey, if pres
ent, would vote "nay." 

Mr. GLASS (when Mr. SwANsoN's name was called). My 
colleague [Mr. SwANSoN] has a pair with the Senator from 
Delaware [1\Ir. nu PoNT]. If my colleague were present on 
this question he would vote "nay," and I am told that the 
Senator from Delaware would vote "yea." 

The roll call having been concluded, the result was an
nounced-yeas 47, nays 39, as follows: 

Ashurst 
Bratton 
Cameron 
Capper 
Caraway 
Copeland 
Curtis 
Deneen 
Dill 
Ferris 
FletchE-r 
Frazier 

Bayard 
Bingham 
Blease 
Borah 
Bruce 
Couzens 
Dale 
Edwards 
Ernst 
Fess 

Broussard 
du Pont 
Edge 

YEA.S-47 
Gooding 
Gould 
Harreld 
Hawes 
Howell 
Johnson 
Jones, Wash. 
Kendrick 
La Follette 
l\fcKellar 
McMaster 
Me Jary 

Mayfield 
Means 
Neely 
Norris 
Nye 
Oddie 
Pine 
Pittman 
Raosdell 
Robinson, Ark. 
Robinson, Ind. 
Schall 

N.AYS-39 
George 
Gerry 
Gillett 
Glass 
Goff 
Greene 
Hale 
Harris 
Harrison 
Heflin 

Keyes 
King 
Lenroot 
McLean 
Metcalf 
Overman 
Pel? per 
Phipps 
Reed, Mo. 
Reed, Pa. 

NOT VOTING-9 
Jones, N. Mex. 
Moses 

Norbeck 
Smoot 

So the bill was passed. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

Sheppard 
Sbipstead 
Simmons 
Smith 
Stanfield 
Steck 
Stewart 
Trammell 
Tyson 
Watson 
Wheele.r 

Sackett 
Shortridge 
Stephens 
Underwood 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Warren. 
Weller 
Willis 

Swanson 
Wadsworth 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Chaffee, 
one of its clerks, announced that the House had agreed to the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 11768) to regulate 
the importation of milk and cream into the United States for 
the purpose of promoting the dairy industry of the United States 
and protecting the public health. 

NATIONAL BANK BRANCHES 

BELLE FOURCHE A-ND CHEYE...~NE RIVERS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend
ment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 4411) 
granting the consent of Congress to compacts or agreements be
tween the States of South Dakota and Wyoming with respect to 
the division and apportionment of the waters of the Belle 
Fourche and Cheyenne Rivers and other streams in which such 
States are jointly interested, which was, on page 2, line 6, after 
the word "into," to insert: 

P1·ovidea, That there is hereby .authorized to be appropriate(! out of 
the reclamation fund $1,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, 
to pay the expenses of such Federal participation. 

Mr. KENDRICK. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
concur in the amendment of the House. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wyoming asks 
unanimous consent that the Senate concur in the amendment of 
the House. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask the Senator why this ex
pense should come out of the reclamation fund. I understand 
that the amendment of the House is that it must come out of 
the reclamation fund. · 

Mr. KENDRICK. Yes; that is the House amendment. 
Mr. JO~TES of 'Vashington. But, I ask, why should that be 

done? 
l\Ir. KENDRICK. I have no idea why the appropriation 

was to be taken from the reclamation fund. While it does not 
have to do directly with reclamation, it is at least incidentally 
related to that purpose. The amendment was made by- the 
House, and I should like to have it concurred in by the Senate. 

l\1r. JONES of Washington. I do not like to see Congress 
invading the reclamation fund for anything except reclamation 
purposes. I have no objection to the amount coming out of 
the Treasury and having it carried out, but I do not want to 
see it come out of the reclamation fund. 

Mr. KENDRICK. If the Senator prefers, I withdraw the 
request for the present. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I am glad the Senator has taken 
that course. That will give us an opportunit;v to look into it. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After six minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 \o'clock 
and 36 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, 
Saturday, February 12, 1927, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nom..inatiOtl8 received by the Se-nate February 11 
(legislative da,y of Febr·uary 9), 19,27 

FOTI.EIGN SERVICE 

MINISTER RESIDENT AND CONSUL GENERAL 

James G. Carter, of Georgia, now a Foreign Service officer of 
class 7, assigned as consul at Tananarive, Madagascar, to be 
minister resident and consul general of the United States of 
America to Liberia. 

SECRETARY IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE 

Allan Dawson, of Iowa, now a Foreign Service officer, un
classified, and a consular officer ·with the rank of vice consul of 
career, to be also a secretary in the Diplomatic Service of the 

Mr. PEPPER. :Mr . . President, there is lying on the Vice UNITED STATES ATroR~EY 
President's table a motion that the Senate recede from certain 

United States of America. 

amendments made by the Senate to House bill 2, the banking Lafayette French, jr., of Minnesota, to be United States attor
bill and that the Senate concur in certain House amendments ney, district of Minnesota. A reappointment, his term having 
to ~ertai.n Senate amendments to that bill. I move that the expired. 
Senate proceed to the consideration Of the motion in question APPOINTMENTS I:-i THE OFI!'ICERS' RESERVE CORPS OF THE ARMY 
so that it may be made the undisposed of business before the 
Senate. GENERAL OFFICERS 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of To be brigadier ge-nera"ts, resert;e 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. Mortimer Drake Bryant. New York National Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I will state that I desire to Brig. Gen. 
discuss the motion, but on account of the lateness of the hour Guard. 
I dislike to start in with the discussion to-night. If the Sena- Brig. Gen. Harold Montfort Busb, Ohio National Guard. 
tor n·om Pennsylvania has no objection, I should like to have Brig. Gen. George RatJ;.bone D~er, New York ~ational Guard. 
the matter go over so that I may be able to discuss it to-morrow. Brig. Gen. Charles lrVlllg Martm, Kansas Nat10na~ Guar~. 

Mr. PEPPER. I shall defer to the views of the Senator Brig. Gen. Edward Caswell Shannon, Pennsylvama National 
from Kansas. . I Guar.d. . . . a' T • 

Mr. CURTIS. It was my intention to move a short executive Br~g. Gen. Burke Haddan Sm~lmr, w::o~~I., Nat~onal Guard. 
session, and then to move to adjourn. Brig. Gen. Samuel Gardner 1\ aller, Vn.,rma National Guard. 
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PosTMASTERS 

ALABAMA 

. Joseph S. Chambers to be postmaster at Talladega, Ala., in 
place of J. S. Chambers. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

ARIZONA 

Harry G. White to be postmaster at Glendale, A.l·iz., in place 
of H. G. White. Incumbent's commis ion expires March 3, 
1927. 

ARKANSAS 
Lee W. McKenney to be postmaster at Black Rock, Ark., in 

place of L. W. McKenney. Incumbent's commission expires 
1\Iarch 3, 1927. 

James C. Russell to be postmaster at Camden, Ark., in place 
of J. C. Russell. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Arthur V. Cashion to be postmaster at Eudora, Ark., in place 
of A. V. Cashion. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

John A. Borgman to be postmaster at Jonesboro, Ark., in 
place of J. A. Borgman. Incumbent's commission expires Feb
ruary 14, 1927. 

Samuel G. Helm to be postmaster at Marianna, Ark., in place 
of S. G. Helm. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Arch B. Smith to be postmaster at 0 ·ceola, Ark., in place of 
A. B. Smith. · Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

CALIFORNIA 

James C. Tyrrell to be postmaster at Grass Valley, Calif., in 
place of J. C. Tyrrell. Incumbent's commi sion expires March 
3, 1927. 

Charles G. Brainerd to be postmaster at Loomis, Calif., i~ 
place of 0. G. Brainerd. Incumbent's commission· expire March 
3, 1927. 

Charles S. Graham to be postmaster at Pleasanton, Calif., in 
place of C. S. Graham. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. . 

William .Junkans to be postmaster at Redding, Calif., in 
place of William Junkans. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Anna R. Armstrong to be postmaster at Woodland, Calif., in 
place of A. R. Armstrong. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

COLORADO 

Harry A. Cobbett to be postmaster at Cedaredge, Colo., in 
place of H. A. Cobbett. Incumbent's commis ion expires March 
3, 1927. 

CONNECTICUT 
Edwin H. Keach to be postmaster at· Danielson, Conn., in 

place of E. H. Keach. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

GEORGIA 

Ralph A. Waters to be postmaster at Alpharetta, Ga., in 
place of R. A. Waters. Incumbent's commission exph·es March 
3, 1927. 

John L. Callaway to be postmaster at Covington, Ga., in 
place of J. L. Callaway. Incumbent's commis ion expires 
March 2, 1927. 

Huram R. Hancock to be postmaster at Maysville, Ga., in 
place of H. R. Hancock. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

George H. Ray to be postmaster at Norwood, Ga., in place 
of G. H. Ray. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Marie E. Harrell to be postmaster at Pearson, Ga., in place 
of Loduskie Sutton. Incumbent's commission expired March 
10, 1926. 

1Villiam B. Smith to be postmaster at Tennille, Ga., in 
place of C. W. Gunnels. Incumbent's commission expired Sep-
tember 7, 1926. . 

Will C. Woodall to be postmaster at Woodland, Ga., in place 
of W. C. Woodall. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Samuel J. Padgett to be postmaster at Coffee, Ga. Office 
became presidential July 1, 1926. 

HAWAII 

William I. Wells to be postmaster at Haiku, Hawaii, in place 
of W. I. Wells. Incumbent's commi,ssion expired November 2, 
1925. 

Kenichi Masunaga to be postmaster at Kealia, Hawaii, in 
place of Kenichi Masunaga. Incumbent's commission expires 
February 24, 1927. 

Carl H. F. Spillner to be po tmaster at Makaweli, Haw~ii, 
in place of C. H. :E'. Spillner. Incumbent's commisslon expired 
June 3, 1926. 

Lee Loon to be postmaster at Pahala, Hawaii, in plaee of 
Lee Loon. Incumbent's commission expired July 1, 1926. 

Douglas E. Baldwin to be postmaster at Kahuku, Hawaii . 
Office became presidential July 1, 1926. 

Paul Kaelema.kule, jr., to be postmaster at Kohala, Hawaii, 
in place of E. D. Quinn, removed. 

Alexander Moir to be postmaster at Papaikou, Hawaii, in 
place of A. 0. Henderson, resigned. 

IDAHO 

Burton D. Fox to be postmaster at Challis, Idaho, in place of 
B. D. Fox. Incumbent's commission expires March 4, 1927. 

ILLINOIS 

John R. Funkhon ·er to be postmaster at Albion, Ill., in place 
of H. J. Glover. Incumbent's commission expired December 28, 
1926. 

Robert B. Marshall to be postmaster at Capron, Ill., in place 
of R. B. Marshall. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

William S. Brownlow to be postmaster at Chapin, Ill., in 
place of W. S. Brownlow. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Levi H. Perryman to be postmaster at Cowden, Ill., in place 
of L. H. Perryman. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Samuel H. Lawton to be postmaster at Dela"Van, Ill., in place 
of S. H. Lawton. Incumbent's commission expires Marcl1 3, 
1~. . 

William l\1. Karr to be po ·tmaster at Flora, IlL, in place of 
W. l\l. Karr. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Edward S. Breithaupt to be postmaster at Gifford, Ill., in 
place of E. S. Breithaupt. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

John E. Nelson to be postmaster at Hamburg, Ill., in place 
of J. E. Nelson. Incumbent's commission expires l\Iarch 3, 1927. 

Fannie Hicks to be postmaster at Ivesdale, Ill., in place of 
Fannie Hicks. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Edward F. Davis to be postmaster at New Berlin, Ill., in 
place of E. F. Davis. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Herman Meyer to be postmaster at Niles Center, ill. , in place 
of Herman Meyer. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Davis S. Cossairt to be postmaster at Potomac, ill., in place 
of D. S. Cossairt. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

1\Iary A. Barkmeier to be postmaster at San Jose, Ill., in 
place of M. A. Barkmeier. Incumbent's commission expires 
MaTch 3, 1927. 

William A. Bussert to be postmaster at Sheldon, lll., in place 
of '\V. A. Bussert. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

George A. Roberts to be postmaster at Staunton, Ill. , in place 
of G. A. Roberts. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

George J. Duncan to be postmaster at Villa Grove, Ill., in 
place of G. J. Duncan. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Emery S. Waid to be postmaster at Winchester, Ill., in place 
of E. S. Waid. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Sylvester H. DePew to be postmaster a Zion, Ill., in place 
of S. H. DePew. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Bahne E. Cornilsen to be postmaster at Chicago Heights, Ill., 
in place of John Mackler, resigned. 

Walter C. Yunker to be postmaster at Forest Park, Ill., in 
place of H. F. Maiwunn, deceased. 

Fred L. l\IcCraken to be postmaster at Lake Forest, Ill., in 
place of F. G. Berger, resigned. 

INDIANA 

Andrew G. Kauffman to be postmaster at Atlanta, Ind., in 
place of A. G. Kauffman. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. · 

Lewis A. Graham to be postmaster at Decatur, Ind., in place 
of Harry Fritzinger. Incumbent's commission expired Septem-
ber 22, 1926. • 

John M. Sweeney to be posb)laster at Dugger, Ind., in place 
of J. M. Sweeney. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

John Stahl to be postmaster at Lawrencebm·g, Ind., in place 
of John Stahl. Incumbent's commission expires March 2, 1927. 

William G. Hays to be postmaster at Terre Haute, Ind., in 
place of J. A. Austermiller. Incumbent's commission expireu 
January 9, 1927. 
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Addison N. Worstell to be postmaster at Valparaiso, Ind., in 

place of A. N. Worstell. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Dehn P. Keller to be postmaster at Warren, Ind., in place 
of D.P. Keller. Incumbent's commission expires March 2, 1927. 

IOWA 

Lloyd M. Poe to be postmaster at Blockton, Iowa, in place 
of w. A. Holland. Incumbent's commission expired March 24, 
1926. 

Judson P. Holden to be postmaster at Delhi, Iowa, in place 
of J. P. Holden. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Wesley L. Damerow to be postmaster at Dows, Iowa, in place 
of W. L. Damerow. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Russell E. Metcalf to be postmaster at Hawarden, Iowa, in 
place of R. E. Metcalf. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Isaac J. Phillips to be postmaster at Hiteman, Iowa, in place 
of I. J. Phillips. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Benjamin H. Todd to be postmaster at Ida Grove, Iowa, in 
place of B. H. Todd. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Charles B. Abbott to be postmaster at Imogene, Iowa, in place 
of C. B. Abbott. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Albert L. Clark to be postmaster at Lanesboro, Iowa, in place 
of A. L. Clark. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Karl J. Baessler to be postmaster at Livermore, Iowa, in place 
of K. J. Baessler. Incumbent's commission expires March 2, 
1927. 

Arthur C. Schnurr to be postmaster at New Hampton, Iowa, 
in place of A. C. Schnurr. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Edgar A. Greenway to be postmaster at Pleasantville, Iowa, in 
place of E. A. Greenway. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 2, 1927. 

Silas L. Mcintire to be postmaster at Pocahontas, Iowa, in 
place of S. L. Mcintire. Incumbent's commission expires March 
2, 1927. 

Calvin L. Sipe to be postmaster at Sioux Rapids, Iowa, in 
place of C. L. Sipe. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Hiram E. Morrison to be postmaster at Seymour, Iowa, in 
place of H. E. Morrison. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Paul It'. Wilharm to be postmaster at Sumner, . Iowa, in place 
of P. F. Wilharm. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Kate R. Weston to be postmaster at Webster City, Iowa, in 
place of K. R. Weston. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

K..ANSAS 

Isaac A. Robertson to be postmaster at Alma, Kans., in place 
of F. C. Stuewe. Incumbent's commission expired December 8, 
1926. 

Robert T. Smith to be postmaster at Caldwell, Kans., in place 
of R. T. Smith. Incumbent's commission expires March 3. 1927. 

Jesse 1\I. Foster to be postmaster at Clifton, Kans., in place 
of J. M. Foster. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Edward R. Dannefer to be postmaster at Cuba, Kans., in 
place of E. R. Dannefer. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Albert J. Deane to be postmaster at Fowler, Kans., in place 
of Grant Taylor. Incumbent's commission expired January 23, 
192-t 

1\lelvin F. Gardner to be postmaster at Greenleaf, Kans., in 
place of M. F. Gardner. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

John Irving to be postmaster at Jetmore, Kans., in place of 
John Irving. Incumbent's commission expires March 2, 1927. 

Abe K. Stoufer to be postmaster at Liberal, Kans., in place 
of A. K. Stonfer. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Walter S. Wright to be postmaster at Mineola, Kans., in 
place of W. S. Wright. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

' Louis T. Miller to be postmaster at Ness City, Kans., in place 
of L. T. Miller. Incumbent's commission expires March 2, 1927. 

Charles N. Wooddell to be postmaster at Nickerson, Kans., 
in plnce of C. N. ·wooddell. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

George S. Robb to be postmaster at Salina, Kans., in place 
of G. S. Robb. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

William H. Dittemore to be postmaster at Severance, Kan:;;., 
in place of W. H. Dittemore. Incumbent's commission expire::; 
March 3, 1927. 

Herbert M. Bentley to be postmaster at Sterling, Kans., in 
place of H. M. Bentley. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Alta A. McCutcheon to be postmaster at Little River, Kans., 
in place of N. F. Troy, deceased. 

Minnie E. Brown to be postmaster at Wilsey, Kans., in place 
of W. T. Brown, resigned. 

KENTUCKY 

Jewell S. Webb to be postmaster at Earlington, Ky., in place 
of J. S. Webb. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Samuel W. Crump to be postmaster at Glasgow Junction, Ky .. 
in place of S. W. Crump. I11<;umbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Carl B. Marshall to be postmaster at Lewisburg, Ky., in place 
of C. B. Marshall. Incumbent's commission expires March 3. 
1927. 

Walter W. Crick to be postmaster at Madisonville, Ky., in 
place of W. W. Crick. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

LOUISIANA 

Charles E. Burch to be postmaster at Roseland, La., in place 
of C. E. Burch. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

MAINE 

John A. Babb to be postmaster at Di:x1ield, 1\Ie., in place of 
J. A. Babb. Incumbent's commission expired December 4, 1926. 

MARYLAND 

Irving S. Biser to be postmaster at Frederick, Md., in place 
of I. S. Biser. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Joseph V. Curran to be postmaster at Attleboro, Mass., in 
place of J. V. Cun·an. Incumbent's commission expires .March 
3, 1927. . 

Nathaniel P. Coleman to be postmaster at Hyannis, Mass., in 
place of N. P. Coleman. Incumbent's commission expired Febi'U
ary 10, 1927. 

Hem·y T. Maxwell to be postmaster at Millbury, Mass., in place 
of H. T. Maxwell. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Elizabeth B. Flint to be postmaster at North Attleboro, Mass., 
in place of E. B. Flint. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Howard 1\1. Douglas to be postmaster at Plymouth, Mass., in 
place of H. M. Douglas. Incumbent's commission expires March 
2, 1927. 

Josephine E. Dempsey to be postmaster at South Ashburnham, 
Mass., in place of J. E. Dempsey. Incumbent's commission ex
pires March 3, 1927. 

MICHIGAN 

Elmer R. Fate to be postmaster at Bellaire, Mich., in place of 
E. R. Fate. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Orin T. Mallory to be postmaster at Blissfield, Mich., in place 
of 0. T. Mallory. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Charles S. Wilcox to be postmaster at East Lansing, Mich., iu 
place of 0. S. Wilcox. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Frank A. Miller to be postmaster at Gladstone, Mich., in place 
of F. A. Miller. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Lottie E. Bultman to be postmaster at Hermansville, Mich., in 
place of L. E. Bultman. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Charles B. Curtis to be postmaster at Houghton Luke, Mich., 
in place of C. B. Curtis. Incumbent's commission expires l\larch 
3, 1927. 

Frank E. Darby to be postmaster at KalkaRka, Mich., in place 
of F. E. Darby. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Olive F. Gowans to be postmaster at Mackinaw, 1\Iich., in 
place of 0. F. Gowans. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Albert Sanders, jr., to be postmaster at Stephenson, 1\Iich., in 
place of Albert Sanders, jr. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. • 

Webb W. Walter to be postmaster at Three Rivers, Mich., in 
place of W. W. Walter. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Charles S. Sisson to be postmaster at White Pigeon, Mich., 
in place of C. S. Sisson. Incumbent's commission expires Mareh 
3, 1927. 
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MINNESOTA 

l\fary E. Stark to be postmaster at Buffalo, Minn., in place 
of l\1. E. Stark. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Claus H. Lepler to be postmaster at Clara City, Minn., in 
place of C. H. Lepler. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Lottie A. Samuelson to be postmaster at Grasston, Minn., in 
place of L. A. Samuelson. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Edwin H. Anderson to be po.stmaster at Monticello, Minn., in 
place of E. H. Anderson. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

MISSISSIPPI 

Robert B. Cox tQ be po tmaster at Batesville, Miss., in place 
of R. B. Cox. Incumbent's commission expil·es March 3, 1927. 

Ida E. Roberts to be postmaster at Cleveland, Miss., in place 
of I. E. Roberts. Incumbent's commission expires March 1, 
1927. 

Henry B. Edwards to be postmaster at Shuqualak, Miss., in 
})lace of H. B. Edwards. Incumbent's commistion expires 
:\larch 3, 1927. 

MISSOURI 

J. Orville Gochnauer to be postmaster at Belton, Mo., in 
place of J. 0. Gochnauer. Incumbent's commi sion expires 
March 2, 1927. 

I. Scott Jones to be postmaster at Bonne Terre, Mo., in place 
of I. S. Jones. Incumbent's commission expires 1\Iarch 3, 
1927. 

Abraham B. Peter·s to l>e postmaster at Bonnots Mill, Mo., 
in place _of A. B. Peters. Incumbent's commission expires 
l\Iarch 3, 1927. 

Willis M. Wallingford to be postmaster at Carthage, Mo., in 
place of L. L. Ashcraft. Incumbent's commission expired Sep
tember 22, 1926. 

William R. Lytle to be postmaster at Fredericktown, Mo., 
in place of W. R. Lytle. Incumbent's commission expires 
1\Iarch 3, 1927. 

Owen S. Randolph to be postmaster at Gideon, Mo., in place 
of 0. S. Randolph. Incumbent's commission expires March 2, 
1927. 

Thomas J. Richardson to be postmaster at Koshkonong, Mo., 
in place of T. J. Richardson. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 2, 1927. 

Albert R. Lebold to be postmaster at Lawson, Mo., in place 
of A. R. Lebold. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Melvin Lutes to be postmaster at Lutesville, Mo., in place 
of Melvin Lutes. Incumbent's commission expire§ March 2, 
1927. 

Lewis M. Gamble to be postmaster at Mexico, Mo., in place 
of L. U. Gamble. Incumbent's . commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Fred A. Grebe to be postmaster at New Florence, Mo., in 
place of F . .A. Grebe. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Charles Litsch to be postmaster at Perryville, Mo., in place 
of Charles Litsch. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Joseph V. Forst to be postmaster at Silex, Mo., in place of 
J. V. Forst. Incumbent's commission expires l\larch 3, 1927. 

Alpha De Berry to be postmaster at Stoutland, Mo., in place 
of Alpha De Berry. Incumbent's commission exph·es March 2, 
1927. 

William F. Meier to be postmaster at Wentzville, Mo., in 
place of W. F. Meier. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

MONTANA 

George R. Moshier to be postmaster at Baker, Mont., in place 
of G. R. Moshier. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. -

Jennie W. Chowning to be po ·tmaster at Ennis, Mont., in 
place of J. W. Chowning. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Andrew Kolnitchar to be postmaster at Geraldine, Mont., in 
place of Andrew Kolnitchar. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 2, 1927. 

Harvey St. J. Cannon to be postmaster at Kalispell, Mont., 
in place of H. St. J. Cannon. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Wilfred J. Hazelton to be postmaster at Townsend, Mont., in 
}Jlace of W. J. Hazelton. Incu_mbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Samuel P. Eagle to be postmaster at West Yellowstone, Mont., 
in place of S. P. Eagle. Incumbent's commission expires March 
2. 1927. 

.John W. Calfee to be postmaster at Frazer, Mont. Office 
became presidential July 1, 1926. 

NEBRASKA 

Edwin D. Gideon, jr., to be postmaster at Ainsw~rth, Nebr., 
fn place of E. D. Gideon, jr. Incumbent's commissron expires 
Ma1·ch 3, 1927. 

Robert ·w. Finley to be postmaster at Bradshaw, Nebr., in 
place of R. W. Finley. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Edward H. Springer to be postmaster at Brady, Nebr., in 
place of E. H. Springer. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

George Beardsley to be postmaster at Clarks, Nebr., in place 
of George Beardsley. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

James M. Fox to be' postmaster at Gretna, Nebr., in place of 
J. 1\I. Fox. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Arthur H. Babcock to be postmaster at North Loup, Nebr., in 
place of A. H. Babcock. Incumbent's commission expires March 
2, 1927. 

Claude A. Barker to be postmaster at Pawnee City, Nebr., 
in place of C. A. Barker. Incumbent's commi sion expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Frederick H. Crook to be postmaster at Paxton, Nebr., in 
place of F. H. Crook. Incumbent's commission expire · :uarch 
3, 1927. 

William E. Brogan to be postmaster at Tilden, Nebr., in place 
of W. E. Brogan. Incumbent's commission expires :March 3, 
1927. 

George F. McMullen to be po~tma ter at Walthill, Nebr., in 
place of G. F. McMullen. Int'umbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

George W. Howe to be po tmaster at Wisner, Nebr., in place 
of G. W. Howe. Incumbent's commission expires March 3. 1927. 

NEW JERSEY 

William G. Z. Critchley .to be po::;tmaster at Allendal(\ N. J., 
in place of W. G. Z. Critchley. Inc-qmbent's commission expired 
December 12, 1926. 

l\Iru·cus Cramer to be postmaster at Gloucester City, N. J., in 
place of Marcus Cramer. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Isaac E. Bowers to be postmaster at Groveville, N. J., in 
place of I. E. Bowers. Incumbent's commission expires March 
2, 1927. 

Robert E. Bromley to be po tmaster at Haddon IIeigbts, 
N. J., in place of R. E. Bromley. Incumbent's commission ex
pires March 3, 1927. 

Wilbert F. Branin to be postmaster at Medford, N. J., in 
place of W. F. Branin. Incumbent's commission expired Febru
ary 10, 1927. 

1\lina A. Crowell to be postmaster at Minotola, N. J., in place 
of M. A. Crowell. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Herman H. Wille to be postmaster at Orange, N. J., in place 
of H. H. Wille. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Arthur Knowles to be postmaster at Phillipsburg, N. J., in 
place of Arthur Knowles. Incumbent's commission expires 
February 24, 1927. 

NEW MEXIOO 

Claud E. Herndon to be postmaster at Cloudcroft, N. :Mex., 
in place of C. E. Herndon. Incumbent's commission expired 
Marcb 29, 1926. 

John H. Doyle, jr., to be postmaster at Mountainair, N. 
Mex., in place of J. H. Doyle, jr. Incumbent's commission ex
pired June 28, 1926. 

NEW YO&K 

William J. Leighton to be postmaster at Avon, N. Y., in place 
of W. J. Leighton. Incumbent's commission expires March 3. 
1927. 

Earl J. Franklin to be postmaste-r at Belfast, N. Y., in place. 
of E. J. Franklin. Incumbent's commi sion expires March 1, 
1927. . . 

Roy W. Munson to be postmaster at Brasher Falls, N. Y., in 
place of R. W. Munson. Incumbent's commission expil·es March 
3, 1927. 

Nicholas Reilly to be postmaster at Brentwood, N. Y., in 
place of Nicholas Reilly. Incumbent's commission e~-pire~; 
March 3, 1927. 

Charles H. Brown to be postmaster at Corfu, N. Y., in place 
of C. H. Brown. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Beulah H. Kelly to be postmaster at Lisbon, N. Y., in place 
of B. H. Kelly. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

·" 
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Alexander Hickey to be postmaster at St. BonaY"enture, N. Y., 

in place of Alexander Hickey. Incumbent's commission expired 
August 12, 1926. 

Edwin P. Bouton to be postmaster at Trumansburg, N. Y., in 
place of E. P. Bouton. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Guy R. Dodson to be postmaster at Wyoming, N. Y., in place 
of G. R. Dodson. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

William T. Williamson to be postmaster at Troy, N. Y., in 
place of C. V. Collins, deceased. 

NORTH C.AROLIN A 

Theophilus H. McLeod to be postmaster at Buies Creek, N.C., 
in place of T. H. McLeod. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. · 

Robert D. Herndon to be postma~ter at Chapel Hill, N. C., in 
place of R. D. H erndon. Incumbent's commission expires March 
2, 1927. 

Walter G. Gay to be postmaster at Farmville, N. C., in place 
of \V. G. Gay. Incumbent's commission expired December 13, 
1926. 

Eli D. Byrd to be postmaster at Ronda, N. C., in place of 
E. D. Byrd. Incumbent's commission expil·ed January 5, 1926. 

Samuel W. Watts to be postmaster at Southport, N. C., in 
place of S. W. Watts. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Lunda V. Owen to be postmaster at Winton, N. C., in place 
of L: V. Owen. Incumbent's commission expired December 13, 
1926. 

David E. Penland to be postmaster at Weaverville, N. C., in 
place of L. H. Michael, resigned. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Mina H. Aasved to be postmaster at Carson, N. Dak., in place 
of l\1. H. Aasved. Incumbent's commi sion expires March 2, 
1927. 

Hug! C. Corrigan to be postmaster at Fargo, N. Dak., in 
place of H. C. Corrigan. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Martin E. Larson to be postmaster at Marion, N. Dak., in 
place of M. E. Larson. Incumbent's commission expires March 
2, 1927. . 

Alexander R. Wright to be postmaster at Oakes, N. Dak., in 
place of A. R. Wright. Incumbent's commission expires March 
4, 1927. 

William F. Legler to be postmaster at Robinson, N. Dak:, -in 
place of W. F. Legler. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

OHIO 

T. Howard Sapp to be postma~ter at Bainbridge, Ohio, in 
place of T. H. Sapp. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Herbert 0. Tinlin to be postmnstN at Carrollton, Ohio, in 
place of H. R. Kemerer. Incumbent's commission expired De
cember 21, 1926. 

Alexander M. Renick to be postmaster at Chillicothe, Ohio, 
in place of A. M. Renick. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Harry A. McConnell to be postmaster at Dor~et, Ohio, in place 
of H. A. McConnell. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927 .. 

James W. McHenry to be postmaster at Elyria, Ohio, in 
place of J. W. McHenry. Incumbent's commission expires 
Ma reb 3, 1927. 

John P. Cramer to be postmaster at Fredericksburg, Ohio, 
in place of J. P. Cramer. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Henry \V. Gruver to be postmaster at Miamisburg, Ohio, in 
place of H. W. Gruver. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Bylas L. Vesey to be postmaster at Perry, Ohio, in place of 
H. L. Vesey. Incumbent's commis ·ion expires March 2, 1927. 

John M. Washington to be postma ter at Sabina, Ohio, in 
place of J. 1\f. Washington. Incumbent's commission expired 
August 11, 1925. 

Pearl H. Cheney to be postmaster at South Charleston, Ohio, 
in place of P. H. Cheney. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Clyde S. Perfect to be postmaster at Sunbury, Ohio, in place 
of C. S. Perfect. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

William S. Kindle to be postmaster at Thornville, Ohio, in 
place of W. S. Kindle. Incumbent's commission expires March 
8, 1927. 

OKL.\HO:ll.A. 

John W. Comer to be postmaster at Chicka ha, Okla., in 
place of J. W. Comer. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

James G. Sprouse to be postmaster at McCurtain, Okla., in 
place of J. G. Sprouse. IncumJJent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Dixon L. Lindsey to be postmaster at Marlow, Okla., in place 
of D. L. Lindsey. Incumbent's commission expires March 2, 
1927. . 

George D. Graves to be postmaster at Norman, Okla., in place 
of G. D. Graves. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

J. 'Vard McCague to be postmaster at Ralston, Okla., in place 
of J. W. McCague. Incumbent's commission expil·es March 3, 
1927. 

George F. Benge to be postmaster at Tahlequah, Okla., in 
place of G. F. Benge. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

William C. Wallin to be postmaster at Watts, Okla., in place 
of W. C. Wallin. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Orland H. Park to be postmaster at Wright City, Okla., in 
place of 0. H. Park. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

OREGON 

Robert N. Torbet to be postmaster at Albany, Oreg., in place 
of R. N. Torbet. Incumbent's commission expires l\larch 3, 
1927. 

Claude E. Ingalls to be postmaster at Corvallis, Oreg., in 
place of C. E. Ingalls. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Darwin E. Yoran to be postmaster at Eugene, Oreg., in place 
of D. E. Yoran. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

George R. Steiger to be postmaster at Albion, Pa., in place o! 
G. R. Steiger. Incumbent's commission expires March 2, 1927. 

George C. Noblit to be postmaster at Brockway, Pa., in place 
of G. C. Noblit. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

William Z. Mahon to be postmaster at Carlisle, Pa., in place 
of ·w. Z. Mahon. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Charles E. Taylor to be postmaster at Columbia, Pa., in place 
of C. E. Taylor. Incumbent's commission expired January 22, 
1927. 

William D. ]ryrst to be postmaster at Conneaut Lake, Pa., iu 
place of W .. D. First. Inc'Umbent's commission expires 1\!arch 
3, 1927. 

William E. Mutther bough to be po tmaster at Driftwood, Pa., 
in place of W. E. Mutthersbough. Incumbent's commission 
expires March 2, 1927. 

Jo. eph A. Hanley to be postmaster at Erie, Pa., in place of 
J. A. Hanley. Incumbent's commission expires MaTch 3, 1927. 

Edwin W. Dye to be postmaster at Lawrenceville, Pa., in 
place of E. W. Dye. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

George B. Stevenson to be po~tmaster at Lock Haven, Pa., in 
place of G. B. Stevenson. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 2, 1927. 

Ira A. Dinger to be postmaster at Mayport, Pa., in place of 
I. A. Dinger. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Walter V. Dingman to be po~tmaster at Milford, Pa., in pla(•e 
of W. V. Dingman. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

George D. Claassen to be postmaster at Natrona, Pa., in place 
of G. D. Claassen. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

John D. Williams to be postmaster at Shoemakersville, Pa., in 
place of J.D. Williams. Incumbent's commission expil·es March 
3, 1927. 

Wallace C. Dobson to be postmaster at Southampton, Pa., in 
place of W. C. Dobson. Incumbent's commissi.on expires March 
3, 1927. 

Hugh T. Williams to be postmaster at Union Dale, Pa.. in 
place of H. T. Williams. Incumbent's commission expire~ 
1\farch 3, 1927. 

Russell C. Parry to be postmaster at Walnutport, Pa., in 
place of R. C. PruTy. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Fred Mishoe to be postmaster at Greelyville, S. C., in place 
of Fred Mishoe. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 
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Julia E. D. Tolbert to be postmaster at Ninety Six, S. C., 

in place of J. E. D. Tolbert. Incumbent's commission expires 
1\Iarch 3, 1927. 

Carl G. Schoenberg to be postmaster at North, S. C., in place 
of C. G. Schoenberg. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1027. 

Jacob M. Bedenbaugh to be postmaster at Prosperity, S. C., 
in place of J. 1\1. Bedenbaugh. Incumbent's commission ex
pires March 3, 1927. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Claud I. Force to be postmaster at Clear Lake, S. Dak., in 
place of C. I. Force. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Leo D. Houk to be postmaster at Colome, S. Dak., in place 
of L. D. Houk. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Ernest F. Roth to be postmaster at Columbia, S.Dak., in place 
of E. 1!'. Roth. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

James E. McLaughlin to be postmaster at Onida, S. Dak., in 
place of J. E. McLaughlin. Incumbent's commission expires 
l\larch 3, 1927. 

I ·rael R. Krause to be postmaster at Java, S. Dak., in place 
of I. R. Krau e. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Charles E. Smith to be postmaster at Lemmon, .S. Dak., in 
place of C. E. Smith. Incumbent's commission expires March 
a, 1927. 

Joseph 1\Iatt to be postmaster at Vivian, S. Dak., in place of 
Jo::~eph 1\Iatt. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

TE..."'\'NESSEE 

Ella M. Hill to be postmaster at Adams, Tenn., in place of 
E. M. Hill. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Joel F. Ruffin to be postmaster at Cedar Hill, Tenn., in place 
of J. F. Ruffin. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Daniel L. Hyder to be postmaster at Eliza·bethton, Tenn., in 
}Jlace of D. L. Hyder. Incumbent's commission expires March 
4, 1927. 

William T. Starbuck to be postmaster at Hohenwald, Tenn., 
in place of W. T. Starbuck. Incumbent's commission expii·es 
March 3, 1927. 

Rufus C. Thompson to be postmaster at Milan, Tenn., in place 
of R. C. Thompson. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

TEXAS 

Lucy D. Campbell to be postmaster at Brazoria, Tex., in 
place of L. D. Campbell. Incumbent's commission expires 
:March 3, 1927. 

Harry B. Sb:ong to be postmaster at Iredell, Tex., in place 
of H. B. Strong. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

William H. Mallory to be postmaster at Port Lavaca, Tex., in 
place of W. H. Mallory. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Harry Reast to be postmaster at Whitesboro, Tex., in place 
of Harry Reast. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Charles .A . .Andrews to be postmaster at Wolfe City, Tex., 
in place of C. A . .Andrews. Incumbent's commission expires 
1\Iarch 3, 1927. 

Andrew J. Nelson to be postmaster at Meadow, Tex. Office 
became presidential July 1, 1926. 

UTAH 

.Annie Palmer to be postmaster at Farmington, Utah, in place 
of Annie Palmer. Incumbent's commission expires March 2, 
1927. 

VERMONT 

William B. Needham to be postmaster at Bridgewater, Vt., 
in. place of W. B. Needham. Incumbent's commission ·expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Margaret I. Southgate to be postmaster at Concord, Vt., in 
place of M. I. Southgate. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Ruth S. Sheldon to be postmaster at Pawlet, Vt., in place 
of R. S. Sheldon. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

VIRGINIA 

Francis A. Haynes to be postmaster at Barboursville, Va., 
in place of F. A. Haynes. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Blodwyn R. Jones to be postmaster at Cambria, Va., in place 
of B. R. Jones. Incumbent's commission expires March 2, 1927. 

Henry P. Holbrook to be postmaster at Castlewood, Ya., in 
place of H. P. Holbrook. Incumbent's commission expires 
Mnrch 2, 1927. 

Mary I. Wight to be postmaster at Charlotte Court Hous<', 
Va., in place of M. I. Wight. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

John W. Delaplane to be postmaster at Delaplane, Va., in 
place of J. W. Delaplane. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 2. 1927. 

John b. William on to be postmaster at Fries, Va., in pla<.:e 
of J. D. Williamson. Incumbent's commission expires March 
2, 1927 . 

. Marga1·et I. Lacy to be postmaster at Halifax, Va., in place 
of M. I. Lacy. Incumbent's commission expires March 2, 1927. 

Lawrence L. Jacobs to be postmaster at Hanover, Va., in 
place of L. L. Jacobs. Incumbent's commission expires March 
2, 1927. 

Charles F. Flanary to be postmaster at Jonesville, Vn., in 
place of C. F. Flanary. Incumbent's commission expires l\Iarch 
2, 1927. 

Benjamin B. Parker to be postmaster at Middletown, \a., in 
place of B. B. Parker. Incumbent's commission expires Marc~ 
3, 1927. 

George H. McFarland to be postm~ster at Reedville, Va., in 
place of G. H. McFarland. Incumbent's commis ion expires 
March 2, 1927. 

John J. Kivlighan to be postmaster at Staunton, Va., in pla<:e 
of J. J. Kivlighan. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Dandridge W. Marston to be postmaster at Toano, Va., in 
place of D. 1V. Marston. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 2, 1927. 

WASHI~GTON 

Mary G. Wilkinson to be postmaste1· at .Auburn, Wash., in 
place of M. G. ·wilkinson. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Alonzo E. Eme1·son to be postmaster at Ellensburg, Wash., in 
place of A. E. Emerson. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Egbert K. Field to be postmaster at Ferndale, Wash., in place 
of E. K. Field. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Cecil E. Haasze to be postmaster at Grandview, \Vash., in 
place of P. W. Thiele. Incumbent's commission expired April 
25, 1926. 

Charles R. Bockmier to be postmaster at Granite Falls, 
Wash., in place of C. R. Bockmier. Incumbent's commission 
expires March 3, 1927. 

John H. Gibson to be postmaster at Issaquah, Wash., in place 
of J. H. Gibson. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Arthur Bailey to be postmaster at Monroe, Wash., in place of 
Arthur Bailey. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

Jessie A. Knight to be postmaster at Shelton, Wash., in place 
of J. A. Knight. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Clyde J. Backus to be postmaster at Tacoma, Wash., in place 
of C. J. Backus. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Augustus B. Eastham to be postmaster at Vancouver, Wash., 
in place of A. B. Eastham. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Paul C. Freeman to be postmaster at Adrian, W. Va., in 
place of 0. G. Casto. Incumbent's commission expired December 
4, 1926. 

John B. Hi.lieary to be postmaster at Buckhannon, W. Va., in 
place of J. L. Heavner. Incumbent's commission expired Jan-
uary 10, 1927. "' 

Ruth Lewis to be postmaster at Buffalo, W. Va., in place of 
Ruth Lewis. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 1927. 

William M. Kidd to be postmastoc at Burnsville, W. Va., in 
place of W. M. Kidd. Incumbent's commission expires March 
3, 1927. 

Carl A. Dehner to be postmaster at Chester, W. Va., in place 
of C. A. Dehner. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Cecil B. Dodd to be postmaster at Follansbee, W. Va., in 
place of C. B. Dodd. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Ruth L. McClung to be postmaster at Cedar Grove, W.Va., in 
place of W. C. Whaley, removed. 

Walter 0. Deacon to be postmaster at Hurricane, W. Va., ·in 
place of D. L. Martin, resigned. 

WISCONSIN 

Harry T. Ketcham to be postmaster at Abbotsford, Wis., in 
place of H. T. Ketcham. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 2, 1927. 
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Elizabeth Croake to be po tmaster at Albany, Wis., in place 

of Elizaueth Croake. Incumuent's commission expired April 11, 
Hl26. 

Darryl V. Lampman to be postmastet' at Augusta, Wis., in 
place of B. E. F1·edrick. Incumbent's commission expired April 
7, 1926. 

Nicholas Hulling to be postmaster at Belgiu.rn. Wis., in place 
of Nicholas Hubing. Incumbent's commission expires March 2, 
1927. 

Leon F. Pallister to be postma ter at Brandon, Wis., in place 
of L. F. Pallister. Incumbent's commission expires March 3, 
1927. 

Ambrose l\I. Steinwand to be postmaster at Colby, Wis., in 
place of A. M. Steinwand. Incumbent's commis 'ion expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Anton J. Hertz to be postmaster at Edgar, Wis., in place of 
A. C. Wagner. Incumbent's commission expired November 19, 
1925. 

Albert L. Marsh to be postmaster at Elroy, Wis., in place of 
A. L. Mnrsh. Incumbent's commission expires l\Iarch 2, 1927. 

Deau J. Hotchkiss to be postmaster at ].,oxlake, Wis., in place 
of D. J. Hotchkiss. Incumbent's commi sion expires March 2, 
1927. 

Edward Schroeder to be postmaster at Granton, Wis., in 
place of Edward Schroeder. Incumbent's commission expires 
l\larcb 2, 1927. 

Stephen S. Summers to be postmaster at 1\lilton, 'Vis., in 
place of S. S. Summers. Incumbent's commission expires l\Iarch 
2, 1927. 

George B. Keith to be postmaster at :.\lilton Junction, Wis., in 
place of G. B. Keith. Incumbent's commission expires March 2, 
1927. 

Carl V. Dahlstedt to be postmaster at Port 'Ving, Wis., in 
place of C. V. Dahlstedt. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 2, 1927. 

'\ilhur H. Bridgman to be postmaster at Stanley, Wi~ .• in 
place of "'· H. Bridgman. Incumbent's commission expires 
March 3, 1927. 

Joseph E. Kuzenski to be postmaster at Stetsonville, 'Vis., in 
place of J. E. Kuzcnski. Incumbent's commi~sion expires March 
~ 1927. • 

Adolph C. Sveen to be postmaster at Westby, Wis., in place of 
A. C. Sveen. Incumbent's commi'3sion expires March 3, 1927. 

George T. Classon to be postmaster at Weyauwega, Wis., in 
place of T. R. Peterson. Incumbent's commi~sion expired April 
13, 1!)26. 

CONFIRL\IATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Se-nate Feln·wwy 11 

(legi-slative day of Febr-uary 9), 1927 
CoLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS 

Harry C. Whitehill to be collector of customs, collection dis
b·ict No. 2, St. Albans, Vt. 

POSTMASTERS 

IDAHO 

George F. Mcl\Ia.rtin, Coeur d'Alene. 
K.AN AS 

James G. Frazer, Hal tead. 
Raymond R. Norlis, Marquette. 
Walter S. Bradford, McLouth. 
Jessie I. Dickson, Neosho Falls. 
Luella Tapley, Quenemo. 

KENTUCKY 

James A. Leach, BeaYer Dam. 
Ward H. Metcalfe, Brooksville. 
James W. Burns, Catlettsburg. 
William M. Maffett, Cynthiana. 
Sue C. Beardsley, Harrodsburg. 
John B. Searcy, Lawrenceburg. 
Squire F. Nelson, Lynch. 
Newell R. Downing, Mays Lick. 

Frank A. Lindbergh, Cro._uy. 
George W. Kiefer, Lewiston. 
Samuel A. Nystrom, Watertown. 

NEBRASKA. 

'Villiam A. Gibson, Cedar Rapids. 
Gustav A. Koza, Clarkson. 
Hiram B. Cameron, Herman. 
Frank lD. Crawford, Wymore. 

~"'EVADA 

Annie J. Christensen, Fernley. 
NEW YORK 

Frank 0. Persons, East Aurora. 
Roof D. Miller, Fort Plain. 
William D. Shepard, Geneseo. 
Charles J. Lansing, New Woodstock. 
Dennis Lamarche, Plattsburg. 
Braina1·d W. RtLS ell, Windsor. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

James E. Galehouse, Carrington. 
James R. :..\Ieagher, Velva. 

OREGO:N 

Arlington B. Watt, Amity. 
Chester G. Coad, Dallas. 
Harry A. Cool, Drain. 
O:scar C. l\Iaxwell, Elgin. 
Thomas W. Angus, Gardiner. 
Nellie G. Reed, Gold Hill. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

William S. Bebanna, Connellsville. 
TE:'iNESSEE 

Ira L. Presson, Camden. 
TEXAS 

Carlton A. Dick!':on, Cleburne. 
Mildred A. Wilder, George West. 
Fred L. Brown, Plainview. 
George Ireland, Yictoria. 

VffiGINI.A. 

Blanche l\I. E. Harris, Crozet. 
Willie A. Roach, Durmid. 
Robert A. Anderson, Marion. 
Tivy E. Jenkins, Wildei'. 
Percy Bradshaw, Ztmi. 

WEST VII'.OINIA 

Noah W. Russell, Lewisburg. 
Oliver A. Locke, Milton. 
Robert 1D. L. Holt, Princeton. 

WISCONSIN 

Henry J. S. Hanson. Bayfield. 
George , C. Dobbs, Conover. 
Frederick N. Lochemes, St. Francis. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
FRIDAY, Februa1-y 11, 1927 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Sllera l\Iontgomery, D. D., offered 

the following prayer : 

Tom H. Brown, Millersburg. 
H. Greene Hicks, Olive Hill. 
Lewis A. McCoy, Owingsville. 
Fountain S. Aynes, Plea~ureville. 

Oh Lord, our L<:~rd, we are drawn toward Thy throne, which 
is established for ever and ever. It is our defense and the rock 
of our redemption. How much we need a sense of Thy near
ness, for we are humanly weak in the things that are divinely 
strong. Oh come, Thou, and guide us in all our way ·. As for 
the difficulties and labors of life, let them chasten our hearts 
and broaden our minds. By the light of e\ery morning Thou 
dost say, I am with thee. Oh, words are too poor for Thy 
praise. Do Thou give us the fearlessness of honesty and the 
patience of earnest industry. Let Thy love be our strength 

• and Thy service our joy ; be as real to us as the very earth 
itself. Amen. 

Burton Roberts, Richmond. 
Lottie P. Thom_pson, Sadieville. 
Edward S. Crawford, Science Hill. 

MINNESOTA 

Frank L. Lane, Bigelow. 
Nellie l\1. Watkins, Clinton. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was t·eacl ancl 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE S~ATE 

A message fi·om the Senate, by Mr. Craven, it. principal 
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed with amend
ments House bill of the following title, in which tlle concur
rence of the House is requested: 
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H. R. 16863. An act making appropriations for the legislative 

branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1928, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had. passed 
Senate bills of the following titles, in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested : 

S. 5259. An act granting permission to Maj. Charles Beatty 
Moore, United States Army, to accept the following decorations, 
namely, the Legion of Honor, tendered him by the Republic . of 
France, ap.d the officers' cross of the order, Polonia Restituta, 
tendered him by the Republic of Poland ; and 

S. 5596. An act granting the consent of Congress to Dauphin 
Island Railway & Harbor Co.~ its successors and assigns, to 
construct, maintain, and operate a railroad bridge and a~ 
proaches thereto and/ or a toll bridge across the water between 
the mainland at or near Cedar Point and Dauphin Island. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 4727) to provide for the widening of Nichols Avenue be
tween Good Hope Road and S Street SE., in the District of 
Columbia. 

The message al o announced that the Vice President a~ 
pointed Mr. CouZENS and 1\lr. CARAWAY members of the joint 
elect committee on the part of the Senate as provided for in 

the act of February 16, 1889, as amended by the act of March 
2, 1895, entitled "An act to authorize and provide for the dis
position of useless papers in the executive departments," for 
the disposition of useless papers in the Department of Labor. 

ENROLLED HOUSE BILLS SIGNED 

l\lr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled B~ an
nounced that that committee bad examined and found truly 
enrolled House bills of the following titles, when the Speaker 
signed the same : • _ 

H. R. 4553. An act authorizing the President to restore Com
mander George M. Baum, United States Navy, to a place on the 
list of commanders of the Navy, to rank next after Commander 
David W. Bagley, United States Navy; 

H. R. 14242. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Navy 
to proceed with the construction of certain public works at 
Quantico, Va.; and 

H. R.11421. An act to provide for conveyance of certain lands 
.in the State of Alabama for State park and game preserve pur
po es. 

BEN ATE BILLS . REFERRED 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as indi
cated below : 

S. 5596. An act granting the consent of Congress to Dauphin 
I~;land Railway & Harbor Co., its successors and assigns, to 
construct, maintain, and operate a railroad bridge and a~ 
proaches thereto, and/or a toll bridge across the water between 
the mainland at or near Cedar Point and Dauphin Island ; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 4682. An act granting permission to Lieut. Col. Harry N. 
Coote , United States Army, to accept certain decorations ten
dered him ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 4683. An act granting permission to Commander Jules 
James, United States Navy, to accept the decoration of the 
Legion of Honor tendered him by the Republic of France ; to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

JUDGE FRANK COOPER 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I present a privileged resolu
tion, which I send to the Clerk's desk. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsyly-ania offers 
a resolution, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House Resolution 415 

Resolved, That the Committee on the Judiciary, and any subcom
mittee that it may create or appoint, is hereby authorized and em
powered to act by itself or itB subcommittee to hold meetings and to 
issue subprenas for persons and papers, to administer the customary 
oaths to witnesses, and to sit during the sessions of the House until 
the inquiry into the charges against Hon. Frank Cooper, United States 
district judge for the northern district of New York is completed, and 
to report to this House. 

That said committee be, and the same is hereby, authorized to ap· 
point such clerical assistance as they may deem necessary, and all 
expenses incurred by said committee or subcommittee shall be paid 
out of the contingent tund of the House of Representatives on vouchers 
ordered by said committee · and signed by the chairman of said 
committee. 

Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, may · I inquire solely for 
information, how much this is anticipated to cost? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I do not know, sir. 
Mr. MAcGREGOR. What clerical assistance is going to be 

engaged? 
Mr. GRAHAM. I have not any idea of engaging anyone at 

this time. 
:Ur. M.AcGREGOR. I know the gentleman will be economical 

in the matter. 
Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, this is a very important 

matter--
The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from PennsylT"ania 

yield? 
Mr. BLANTON. I would like to have five minutes on this 

resolution. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I must decline to yield be·· 

cause there is nothing involved in this matter but a little 
formality. 

Mr. BLANTON. There is something very serious involved 
in it. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I decline to yield. 
Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, may I propound a parlia

mentary inquiry? Is this a privileged resolution from the Com
mittee on the Judiciary? 

The SPEAKER. It is priT"ileged because it relates to im
peachment proceedings. 

Mr. BLANTON. I think we ought to have a quorum before 
we proceed, and I make the point of order there is not a quorum 
present. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, before we have this obsh·uc
tion, and that is all it is--

Mr. BLANTON. That is exactly what it is. When the gen
tleman can not yield five minutes to discuss a matter of this 
seriousness, it is very proper that there should be some ob
struction. 

1\lr. GRAHAM. I will yield for five minutes to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. BLANTON. Thank you. 
Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 

there is not a quorum of the House present. 
Mr. TINCHER. Is this a filibuster against the Haugen bill? 
Mr. DOWE.LL. If the gentleman from Texas is only going 

to consume five minutes, I withdraw the point . 
Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, the present situation before 

the Committee on the Judiciary is one of the most remarkable 
that I have ever witnes ed. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, may we have order 
so we can hear the gentleman? 

MI'. BLANTON. The gentleman from Maryland will bear me 
before I get through. And all the other " wets " here will 
hear me, because this is nothing in the world but a " wet " 
persecution of a "dry" judge who has been strictly enforcing 
the law and the Con titution. 

This is a most remarkable situation. The distinguished 
chairman of this Judiciary Committee [Mr. GRAHAM], who is 
a very distinguished lawyer and one whom we all love as a 
friend, ruled Wednesday in committee that no one could call 
upon Judge Cooper to make a statement until the one who 
preferred the charges against him had made out a prima 
facie ~ase; and when the one who had preferred the charges 
had made out nothing, had not produced a syllable of evi
dence against this man, when he left the matter before the 
committee just exactly where he left it when he presented his 
charges before the House, the committee, through its chair
man, called both the witness Merrick and the judge to testify. 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA] fell down. 
The able chairman attempted to come to his rescue. 

:Mr. GRAHAii. Will the gentleman pardon an interruption 
for a second? 

Mr. BLANTON. Certainly; but do not take it out of my 
time. 

Mr. GRAHAM. We did not call upon him to testify. He was 
neither requested by the chairman nor by the committee to 
testify. He voluntarily made a statement. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, I know what happened. 
Mr. GRAHAM. I do, too . . 
Mr. BLANTON. And the committee chairman himself called 

a witness against him. Is not that true? 
Mr. GRAHAM. No. 
Mr. BLANTON. Well, I will submit the record as to what 

happened. This man Merrick made a statement before the 
committee and he backed up the JUdge in his statement. Both 
Merrick and Judge Cooper showed that the only purpose on 
God's earth that this judge had was to try to reach the " higher 
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ups" in the commission of crime and not to punish simply the I The only reference to any action taken by Judge Frank 
little, insignificant bootleggers who operate under these big Cooper was in a 25-line memorandum purported to be signed 
liquor kings in the country. by said R. Q. Merrick, appearing on page 3 of said Senate 

I think it is an outrage that provision is not made in this document. It was not a sworn statement. It was an ex parte 
resolution to pay the expenses of this judge. I have investi- unsworn statement. And the additional memorandums pw.·
gated the matter and I happen to know he is a poor man. He ported to be signed by said R. Q. Merrick, appearing on the 
has been forced to come down here before the committee, several balance of said page 3 and on pages 4 and 5 of said Senate 
hundred miles away from his home, and to pay his own expenses document, do not pretend to show that said Judge Fmnk Cooper 
and to employ counsel. had any connection whatever with same, yet when making his 

1\Ir. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield? . . charges on the floor of the House and when reading what pur-
l\lr. BLANTON. I regret I have not the tlme. And this is ported to be said Merrick's statement concerning Cooper before 

another attempt to bring him back down here on expenses, and said Judiciary Committee, the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
no provision is attempted to be made to pay any of his ex- LAGUARDIA] did not call attention to the fact that he was read
penses, which he should not have to bear himse~f. ing from two separate memorandums, each signed by said 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, to revise and extend Merrick, when only one of which referred to any action taken 
my remarks, because I want to put in exhibits which I have by said Judge Frank Cooper. However, when he presented the 
in connection with this matter. statements he had read to the stenographer for incorporation 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. in the hearings, they do show that they are two separate in-
There was no objection. struments and separately signed. 
Mr. BLAJ\"'TON. Now, I want to ask my friend this question: And after the gentleman finished reading same, their judicial 

Is the committee one day to rule one way and the next day to minds caused the following members of the Judiciary Commit~ 
rule another? This committee ruled that this judge did not tee to exclaim as follows: 
have to open his mouth; this committee ruled he did not have 
to bring a witness here until the gentleman from New York 
made out a prima facie case. When did the committee change 
this ruling? 

I was present in the committee room and heard the distin
guished chairman properly rule that that was the law in the 
case. Since then there has been a reaction upon the part of the 
committee chairman; since then something has transpired to 
induce the chairman himself to have witnesses testify; to ·let 
the chairman himself have the judge testify, and he is working 
right in with this Tammany bunch [laughter] ; and with the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA]; with this un
holy alliance that has been formed between the Socialist Mem
ber from New York and the" wet" Tammany bunch to discredit 
a man because he has done his duty. 

1\Ir. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield at that point? 
Mr. BLANTON. Oh, I know all about it. I wish I had a 

photograph of the two Tammanyites who sat at the table per
secuting this man with the gentleman from New York [Mr. LA
GuARDIA]. I would like to have a picture of that, and I would 
like to put it in every newspaper in the United States to show 
what is behind this unholy persecution of a righteous and up· 
right judge. 

WHAT ACTUALLY HAPPENED BlliFORE COMliii'ITEE 

What happened before the Judiciary Committee during its 
hearing of the charges preferred by the gentleman from New 
York [1.\fr. LAGUARDIA] is a matter of record and can not be 
denied. From the official transcription made by the official 
stenographer reporting the proceedings before said Judiciary 
Committee in its first meeting, held February 9, 1927, I quote 
the following excerpts. 'l'he distinguished gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAHAM], chairman of the Judiciary Com
mittee, said: 

It is our duty to hear what will be advanced in support of the reso
lution and what may be said in answer to that presentation. * * * 
The plan of procedure, therefore, will be to hear Mr. LAGUARDIA make a 
statement and produce anyone that he desires to be heard, and Judge 
Coopet· is invited, likewise, to make a statement or to be represented by 
counsel 1n making a statement. Those who appear before the com
mittee will be open to questioning by the committee for the informa
tion of the committee, but there will be no cross-examination of one side 
by the other. 

Then, without offering to produce any witness against Judge 
Frank Cooper, the gentleman from New York [~,:r. LAGUARDIA], 
aided and abetted by his two" wet" colleagues from New York. 
l\1r. CELLER and Mr. BLACK, who were seated at the table with 
him, proceeded to read what purported to be the ex parte 
memorandum printed over the name of R. Q. Merrick, appearing 
on page 3 of Senate Document No. 198. Whereupon the follow
ing colloquy occurred: 

1\Ir. HERSEY. I just want to ask one question. You can produce Mr. 
Merrick, as the best evidence that you know? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. He is obtainable. We have the right to subpama hlm. 
'l'he CHAIRMAN (Mr. GRAHAM). You stated, Mr. LAGUARDIA, that you 

would be heard and that you would produce one witness, Mr. Merrick, 
and would make a statement yourself before the committee. That is 
what I expected you were going to do. 

And then on the suggestion of the ranking majority member 
of said committee, Mr. DYER, of St. Louis, Mr. LAGUA.B.DIA 
proceeded to read what was contained in said purported state
ment of said R. Q. Merrick. 

Mr. TUCKER. There seems to be nothing here indicating that that 
statement was sworn to. 

Mr. HERSEY. How does that bind the judge who is accused in any 
way, with respect to the evidence against him? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. It does in this way : Mr. Merrick was called to 
Albany by Judge Cooper. Judge Cooper stated to him that he was 
tired. * * * 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GRAHAM). Where does that appear, except in 
Mr. Merrick's statement? 

Mr. LAGUA.RDIA. In Merrick's statement. 
The CHAIRMAN. Do you not think that Mr. Merrick ought to be 

here so that w:e can bear at first hand what he has to say and know 
exactly what took place? " 

And then when the gentleman from New York tried to ex
cuse himself for not having any witness present, the distin
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania very justly said: 

The CHAIRMAN, Mr. LAGUARDIA, do you not see that the commit
tee is no wiser after reading this report than be.t'ore? The committee 
ought to have something submitted to it in the way of a sustainment 
of the charges against the judge. 

And then when it appeared that Judge Frank Cooper had gone 
to the trouble and eJ...rpense of arranging his docket and having 
some one to hold court for him, and making a long, expensive 
trip here from Albany, N. Y., under assurances that witnesses 
would testify against him that no witnesses whatever were 
offered against him, but an attempt was made to have Judge 
Cooper himself subjected to examination before any witnesses 
had testified against him, and that so shocked the judicial mind 
of the former president of the American Bar Association [Mr. 
TucKER] that he exclaimed: 

It seems to me that will not do. 

Then the following colloquy occurred : 
Mr. BOWLING. What will not do, Mr. TUCKER? I did not hear your 

statement. 
Mr. TUCKER. To call Judge Cooper before this committee to defend 

himself against these charges. We ought to have the man (Mr. Mer
rick) present and cross-ex.'\ mine him closely * • * *. I do not think 
it would be fair to the judge. He is entitled to know what he is 
charged with, and if we rest that upon this man's statement we ought 
to have the man here. 

And then the following horse play occurred : 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Then, may I call my first witness? Judge Cooper, 

take the stand. 
Mr. MrcHEl\"'ER. Wait a minute. We are getting into a position where 

we are either holding a hearing or we are not holding a hearing. Judge 
Cooper has certain rights here. * • • I hardly think it is ethical, 
and it certainly does not follow any procedure in court or any theory 
of American justice to invite a man charged with these serious 
offenses into court and then let the prosecutor immediately put him 
on the stand for cross-examination. 

And then, when the chairman asked :Mr. LAGUARDIA if he per
sisted in calling Judge Cooper, the following occurred: 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. No; the judge having expressed a desire not to take 
the stand at this time, I shall not press him. 

The CHAmM.L"'f (Mr. GRAHAM). He has not said a word. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I will ask the judge if he desirea to take the stand 

at this time. 
Mr. BOWLING. I do not think we ought to take any action here or say 

a word that would put 1udge Cooper in the attitude of refusing to 
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state his case. I tblnk it is the wrong time, so far as I am personally 
concerned, for him to be called up either to refuse to say anything or 
to say anything. We have not gotten to that point in the pro<:edure 
yet. 

And then, with regard to there being no cross-examination of 
.Judge Cooper by Mr. LAGUARDI.A, the following occurred: 

:Mr. LAGUARDIA. The Chair just decided that there would be no cross
examination of witnessi:'s? 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GRAHAM). We did. 

And then, after an executive session, the committee permitted 
the O'entleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA] to make a 
long ::>argument, pre:senting what he claimed to be the law and 
facts of the case, which argument of 1\Ir. LAGUARDIA covers 30 
typewritten ·pages of the hearings and then the committee ad
journed. 

The next meeting of the Committee on the .Judiciary was 
held yesterday, Thur~day morning, at 11 o'clock, when the com
mittee permitted Oite of the attorneys for Judge Cooper to make 
a statement. This attorney deli\ered to Chairman GRAHAM a 
letter from Hon. Roscoe Irwin, the attorney of Albany, N. Y., 
who represented the principal defen<lants who were tried before 
.Judge Cooper, concerning whose trials Mr. LAGUARDI.A claims 
.Judge Cooper was guilty of action warranting his impeachment. 

If anyone on earth had a grievance against .Judge Cooper it 
would surely be the attorney whose clients were tried and con
victed before Judge Cooper, yet this attorney for said defendants 
denounces the attacks l\Ir. LAGUARDIA has been making upon 
.Judge Cooper, and eulogizes .Judge Cooper not only as a fair, 
impartial, hard-working, conscientious, and upright judge, but 
also as a good man. The following i the letter : 

FEBRUARY 9, 1f.)27. 
lion, GEORGE S. GRAHAM, 

Chairman Committee on the J-udicialf1J, 
United States House of RepTestmtatives, Washington, D. 0. 

MY DEAK SIR: From press reports I learned that certain charges bad 
been made by Congressman LAGUARDIA. against Hon. Frank Cooper, 
United States district court judge for the northern district of New 
York, and that such cases were based upon matters and things con
nected with the prosecution of certain conspiracy cases based upon vio
lation of the national prohibition act and customs laws. 

The press reports of these charges purport to accuse Judge Cooper of 
unfairness and partiality in connection with the trial of the conspiracy 
cases in question. I was retained as counsel in two of these cases and 
actually participated in the trial of the same before Judge Cooper, and 
knowing the manner in which Judge Cooper presided over these trials 
I am of the opinion that the charges presented by Congressman LA
GUAll.DIA are without foundation either in fact or in theory. 

Feeling tha.t an injustice was being done to Judge Cooper, I felt it 
was my duty, as a member of the bar, to submit to your committee such 
information as I had regarding these alleged charges. In accordance 
with this sense of duty, I came to Washington and attended the hearing 
on the alleged charges bad before your committee this morning and 
listened to the statements and ru.·guments presented by Congressman 
LAGUARDIA. Several of the statements and arguments presen_ted by 
Congressman LAGUARDIA are not in accordance with the facts, particu
larly in relation to the cases of the United States v. Albion and Mary 
LaFountain and the United States v. Harry C. Hartson and Barney 
Duken, tbes'e being two cases mentioned by Congressman LAGUARDIA 
in his argument before your committee. In the two cases mentioned I 
was retained as counsel for the defendants and actually participated in 
the trial thereof before Judge Cooper. 

In Congressman LAGUARDIA's argument to your committee I under
stood him to say that tbe issue of entrapment was not raised in the 
cases mentioned. The fact is that such is ue was raised in both of 
these cases. In the La Fountain case entrapment was presented to 
the circuit CQUli: of appeals. In the trial lJefore Judge Cooper, Albion 
La Fountain was convicted and the jlll'y· disagreed as to the defend· 
ant Mary La Fountain. The circuit court of appeals affirmed the 
judgment of conviction ~endered aga.inst AlbiQD La Fountain. In the 
Hartson and Duken case Judge Cooper in his charge presented to the 
jury the issue of entrapment and the jury returned a verdict of guilty 
against botl1 defendants. The case was reviewed in the circuit court 
of appeals, and that court affirmed the conviction of Hartson and 
reversed the judgment of conviction as to Duken, but this reversal 
did not involve the issue of entrapment. 

I have before me at the present time a transcript of these cases 
which was presented to the circuit court of appeals, and after care
fully reviewing this transcript I am submitting to your committee the 

· facts set forth in this communication. 
In the trial of the two cases mentioned Judge Cooper was manl· 

festly fair and impartial, and in my opinion each of the defendants in 
the cases mentioned had a fair trial, and there wa.s nothing done by 
Judge Cooper during these trials which in any way prejudiced the 
rights or interests of any of the defendants. 

I have tried many cases before Judge Cooper, and have observed the 
trial of many others, and I desire to state to your committee that 
Judge Cooper, in my opinion, has at all times given due weight and 
consideration to tbe various rights and interests presented to him in 
the litigation had in his coul't, and tbat be is a bard-working, conscien· 
tious, and upright juage . 

If your committee desires my peroonal appearance at any time in 
respect to these matters, I will gladly attend at such time and place 
as you may designate. 

My address is 91 State Street, Albany, N. Y. 
RespectfuJly, 

Roseo.E IRWIN. 

And concerning the foregoing letter, the following occurred: 
The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GRAHAM). Mr. Hanson, is the writer of the 

letter that you banded to me in the room? 
Mr. HANSON. Yes, sir. Mr. Irwin is right here. 

Is not this a most remarkable situation? Here is :;\Ir. LA
GuARDIA attempting to impeach .Judge Cooper because of un
fairness to defendants, and we find the attorney of such de
fendants leaving his home in Albany, N. Y., and coming to 
Washington in person to defend .Judge Cooper's good name 
and to uphold him as a fair, impartial, conscientious, upl'ight 
judge, and saying that he felt it his duty as a member of the · 
bar to protect this judge from such persecution. And before 
said committee in such hearing he stood ready and willing to 
be interrogated by 1\Ir. LAGUARDIA. 

CHAIRM.~N GR.AHAJ\1 HIMSELF CALLS llfERRICK 

After the attorney for .Judge Cooper had concluded his 
st::ttement, it was Chairman GRAHAM himself who called ~fr. 
Merrick as a witness, and there was no attempt on the part of 
1\lr. LAGUARDIA to have Mr. Merrick testify; and to show this, 
I quote from the official record the following: 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GRAHAM). Is Mr. Merrick in the room? 
Mr. HANSON (Judge Cooper's attorney). I think that be is about 

here, Judge. 
1\:Ir. LAGUARDIA . .At this time I want to inquire for the purpose of 

record-- . [Mr. Hanson interrupts.] I merely want to state, Mr. 
Chairman, that Mr. Merrick is. not my witness. 

The CHAIRMAN. He is my witness. I am calling him. Will Mr. 
Merrick come forward. please? 

That the chairman, Mr. GRAHAM, of the .Judiciary Committee, 
proceeded to examine the witness, R. Q. l\Ierrick, on his own 
initiative, as shown by the following: 

The CHAIRMAN. What is your full name? 
Mr. MERRICK. Romain Q. Merrick. 
The CHAIRMAN. What is your occupation? 
Mr. MERRICK. I am a Federal prohibition administrator. 
The CHAIRMAN". In what district? 
Mr. MERRICK. In the seventh district, comprising Virginia and 

North Carolina. 
The CHAIRMAN". That is your present employment? 
Mr. MERRICK. Yes, sir. 
The CHAIRll.AN. Were you formerly employed .in tbe northern dis

tt·ict of New York? 
Mr. MlilRniCK. Yes, sir; for the entire State of New York and upper 

New Jersey. 
The CHAIRMAN. When was that? 
Mr. MERRICK. Fl'om March 1, 1923, until August 31, 1925. 

And at this juncture we find the probable source of the pres
ent resolution asking the House to grant the .Judiciary Com
mittee the power to s'vear witnesses : 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I ask to have this witness sworn. 
The CHAIRMAN. We have no power to swear any witnesses. This 

is the preliminary stage. 
Mr. LaGUARDIA. Then I ask that the committee obtain that power 

from the House. 
Mr. CHAIRMAN. Very well; you have made your request. 
Now, Mr. Merrick, will you please state when you left the New York 

district? 
Mr. MERRICK. I left there September 1, 1925, for Buffalo. As acting 

administrator I was there until October 15, 1925, when I went to 
Chicago as assistant administrator. I left Chicago in November-! 
think the 11th-and came to Washington and took charge of the 
Virginia district on September 1, 1926. 

The CHAffiMAN. Ilow did you come to be in Washington at this tiiOO? 
Mr. MERRICK. I received orders from Major White, administrator for 

this district, to appear here yesterday for a conference. I bad a con
ference with him and Director Jones yesterday. 

Tbe CHAIRMAN. You voluntarily came here this morning? 
Mr. MERRICK. I was called. 
'l.'he CHAIRll.A.N. Ho.w did you come to be here'l 
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Mr. MERRICK. I was told by Major White yesterday to stay over, that 

I might be needed as a witness to-day. I remained over. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are you the person that made this report to the 

Treasury dated January 15, 1927, which report was submitted to the 
Senate and was made a part of a Senate document? 

Mr. MERRICK. I am, sir. 
'l.'he CHAIRMAN. Will you go on and tell this committee in your own 

way all about the conference with Judge Cooper, if there was one, which 
you had concerning the securing of eVtdence and prosecuting offenses 
against the Volstead Act? 

Mr. MERRICK. Yes, sir. Wot!ld you allow me to tell.how I happened 
to write that memorandum? 

The CHAIRMAN. You may make your own statement. That memo
randum is before the committee. 

Mr. MERRICK. I was in Washington on January 13 and 14. About 
4 o'clock on the afternoon of the 14th Mr. Simonton, who is the chief 
investigator for the Prohibition Unit, saw me in the prohibition depart
ment and he said that he had just received a message from General 
Andrews for me to submit a memorandum of the cases we made by o.ur 
undercover agents in the northern district of New York during the 
winter of 1924-25. 

I immediately went to Mr. Simonton's office and dictated this 
memorandum from memory only. It took me about 20 or 30 minutes.. 
The office closed at 4.30. The young lady wai{ed probably until 4.35 
to get through taking my dictation. 

· And to show what was in the mind of Judge Cooper and what 
advice Judge Cooper really gave this prohibition agent, I quote 
from the testimony of Mr. Merrick in the committee's official 
1·ecord the following : 

Mr. MERRICK. • The judge on a previous occasion had told 
me about the young men who were being brought before him; young 
fellows whom our agents and State officers would catch transporting 
liquor ; young fellows 18 or 20 years old who were employed by the 
higher-ups to transport this stuff. But we never got any of the big 
fellows. All we got were the little rum runners. It seemed to worry 
the judge a good deal that these young fellows were induced to go into 
this business by the men with the money. He thought that we should 
do something to. get the higher-ups, and I took this procedure. 

Mr. BowLING. Had that been a subject of conversation between you 
and Judge Cooper prior to this letter that he wrote you? 

Air. MERRICK. Yes, sir. It was because of the receipt of that letter 
that I took Parks with me. I finally got Parks off some other im
portant work that he had been on. He had been at Waterloo watching 
a distillery up there. I took Parks up there so that he would . know 
the judge and the judge would know him and recognize his voice if he 
called him O"VIer the 'phone and said that he was arrested. That was 
the reason for bringing Parks up. 

Mr. TucKER. Mr. Merrick, following your letter or statement in this 
memorandum which is contained in Senate Document No. 198, which 
is signed by you-have you read that? 

Mr. MERRICK. Yes, sir; I read it as it appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

Mr. TucKER. I suppose it is the same. The first was a letter from 
you to Mr. Andrews and the second is merely a memorandum signed 
by you. 

Mr. lllERRICK. Yes, .sir. 
Mr. TUCKER. I just wa.nted to know if you bad seen the memorandum 

and whether you indorsed that statement also. 
Mr. MERRICK. I made two memorandums, sir. The first part of 

that is marked-! marked it "Pei;sonal--eonfidential." That is, the 
first part of that memorandum. 

Mr. TucKER. It was a very confidential matter. 
Mr. MERRICK. The second was not marked " Personal-confidential." 

The first part I marked " Personal-confidential." The last I sub
mitted and just marked "Memorandum." 

Mr. MICHE::-<ER. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question 'l 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
Mr. MICHE::i"ER. Mr. Merri.ck, you stated that you visited Judge 

Cooper on this particular occasion in response to his letter. 
Mr. MERRICK. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MICHENER. You also stated that you had bad several conferences 

previous to this time with the judge in reference to the enforcement 
of the prohibition law. 

Mr. MERRICK. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MICHENER. In those conferences did the judge direct you as to 

any specific manner in which you were to proceed? 
Mr. MERRICK. No, sir. 

When the witness had finished answering all of the questions 
propounded to him by members of the Judiciary Committee, the 
following occurred : 

1\lr. LAGUARDIA. May I be permitted to ask questions of the witness? 
The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GRAHAM). No. The committee has decided that 

there is to be no cross-examination. The ground for that. I think, is 
perfectly obvious. The papers which you submitted were papers that 

were not submitted under examination or under oath. This is simply 
a statement that this witne s, not under oath and not subject to cross
examination, is making, giving his explanation of the paper that you 
presented to us. We think that we can only go as far at this time 
as to hear the e statements. I am going to hear the statement of the 
judge. 

Note that just as soon as the .chairman of the Judiciary Com
mittee, Mr. GRAHAM, had called Mr. l\Ierrick as a witness, and 
had interrogated Mr. Merrick, he got through with 1\fr. Merrick, 
and then stated that he was "going to hear the statement of 
the judge." And the judge was then ~alled around, and 
interrogation began as follows : 

The CHAIRMAN. Will you state your name? 
Judge CooPER. My name is Frank Cooper. 
The CHAIRMAN. And your residence? 
Judge COOPER. Albany, N. Y. 
The CHAIRMAN. Your judicial district? 
Judge CooPER. The northern district of New York. 
The CHAIRMAN. Judge, you have heard the statement of Mr. Merrick. 

You heard the statement made yesterday with relation to these charges. 
You have expressed a desire to make a statement in reply. You are 
at liberty to do so, and the committee will hear you. 

Judge COOPEB. I heard only a portion of Mr. Merrick's statement. 
I was invited to come here and was glad to come and accept the invita
tion of the committee. In the limited time at my disposal, I prepared 
a little statement of the facts in these matters. I bad to adjourn a 
court and had very little time. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: I thought that if I 
could very briefly describe to you the northern district of New York, 
over which I preside and the work of the court, it might make the 
situation clearer. 

This district comprises 29 counties, containing approximately one
half of the area of the State of New York, and extends from the Cana
dian border on the north to the Pennsylvania line on the south. It 
has a population of more than 2,000,000 people, and includes such cities 
as Albany, Troy, Schenectady, Utica, Syracuse, Oswego, Auburn, Bing
hamton, Watertown, Ogdensburg, Plattsburg, and many others. The 
greater part of the main highway from Montreal to New York is within 
this district. 

Besides this main highway, there are a great many roads running 
from the Province of Quebec into the State of New York. There are 
also water approaches to this district through Lake Champlain, the 
St. Lawrence River, and Lake Ontario. This will make clear to you 
the conditions under which the illegal smuggling and traffic of liquor 
along the extensive frontier can be carried on. 

In the State of New York we have no State prohibition enforcement 
law, consequently all the prohibition cases are brought into the Fed
eral court. 

Without attempting to speak of the civil work, but to give you some 
idea of the volume of the prohibition work, I might say that during 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1926, 1,840 prohibition cases were dis
posed of. Of these 1,840 cases, 1,595 persons pleaded guilty and about 
240 were dismissed for various reasons. 

So, gentlemen, you will readily understand that with this volume of 
business, it would be almost impossible for me to remember the detail~ 
of any particular case. In the limited time at my disposal since the 
summons to come down here to-day, I have tried to get together as 
much information as I could as to the three specific cases upon which 
these charges seem largely to be based. 

And then after Judge Cooper had reviewed and given the 
facts of all the cases concerning which Mr. LAGUARDIA had 
made complaint, he was interrupted, and the following occurred : 

Mr. WELLEB. Mr. Chairman, if I may be permitted to interrupt, I 
believe that most of us want to go over to the floor of the House to 
vote. There bas been a call for the yeas and nays. 

The CHAIRMAN. Judge, would you kindly do this? Your discussion 
of the law is a matter which ·will appear in your written statement 
and a matter about which there may be no dispute in the committee. 
The real point that you must answer, I think, or that you ought to 
answer-I will not say "must "-is this-: You were a judicial officer. 
You were charged with the trial of every one that came before you, 
and you were to do it with impartiality and without participation on 
either side, either the prosecution or the defense. Did you have any 
conversations with Mr. Merrick in which be outlined the plan :mel 
procedure of his work, and did you approve of that plan of procedure 
and become a party to it, and then afterwards sit on the trial of the 
persons who, in vursuance of that plan, were apprehended and brought 
before you? 

Judge CooPER. Mr. Merrick did tell me he was going to send agents 
up there who were unknown in that territory He told me in a general 
way the line of procedure they were going to follow. He told me, 
however, that they might be arresteu, and if they were arrested 
and exposed, what they had done would be lost anu they coulu do 
no more. He said that he thought I ought to protect him and while 

( 
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I do not pretend to give you the exact words, I asked him how, and 
he sa id that I ought to provide in some way, if these agents were 
arrested, that word could be gotten to me and so that I could com
municate with the commissioners and tell them to release these agents 
on their own recognizance, so that their identity would not be dis
closed and they could go on with the work. I told him that I thought 
that was reasona ble and that I would do it. 

The CH.AffiMA.N. Had you any fw1;her connection with originating, 
directing, or a pproving the plan of procedure adopted by the officers, 
other tha n t his agr eement to release on bail any agent that might be 
arrested? 

Judge COOPER. I told Mr. Merrick that they were bringing in a lot 
of boys of almost t ender years before the court. Most of them were 
caught somewhere between Plattsburg and south, with Packard and 
Cadillac ca rs, w ith substantial loads which were worth, if they were 
ale, hundreds of dollars, and if they were wines or whiskies or gin, 
thousands of dolla rs, and that it was very evident to me and to every
body else t ha t those boys were not the owners of those cars and those 
loads , becau e nnless they were young Crresuses, they could not have 
such money, and som ebody was sending them out. 

T he Cru.m;u.L--;. Judge, did you direct in any lll'ilnner, or participate 
in the work of officers, or advise or counsel with them as to how they 
should pr oceed? 

Judge CoOPER. A ot any further tha n I have told you. 
The CILI.IRMAN. Tha t is to try and get the higher-ups? 
.Judge CooPER. Yes, sir. 
The CHAlll~IA :-1 . And that was the whole extent of your advice and 

cm.mscl t o them? 
.Judge CooPEr. T hat is my recollection of an the advice and counsel 

I gave l\Ir. Merrick. 
The CHAIR.M AN. I would suggest that the rest of your statement be 

submitted and prin ted in the r ecord. 
.Judge COOPER. I ca n !;ubmit the rest of it. I wonder it you will 

bear with me· jus t a moment? I wanted to point out that no crime 
was committetl by the:;e agents. 

ThC' CH.URMAK. That is not material to us. 
.Judge COOPER. It is material t o t he public. It Dl'ay not be material 

to you. 
The CHAIRMA:><. Only as you participated in it and bad .knowledge of 

it and approved of lt. The a gents are not on trial. 
Mr. CHRISTOrHEnso~. Mr. Chairman , I should like to say that I, 

for one, am of the opinion that l\!r. LAGUARDIA should be given the 
right to propound questions to the judge. 

The CHAIRMA~. That was decided in committee to-day. It is res 
adjudicata. 

And the committee adjourned, Judge Cooper understanding 
that the committee was through with him, and he and his wife 
made their preparations to leave on the afternoon train for 
their return to Albany, N. Y., and just about the time he was 
to embark on the train he was notified by his attorney that 
Chairman GRAHAM had requested that he come back before the 
committee for cross-examination by Mr. LAGUARDIA. It there
fore occurs to me that the chairman of said committee has one 
policy on one day and another policy on another day. That oil 
one day he ruled that there is to be no cross-examination, and.. 
on the next day he ruled that there will be cross-examination. 

ASSOCIATION AGAINST THE PROHIBITIO~ A~lENDliENT 

Now, let me show you just what is behind this persecution of 
Judge Frank Cooper. He has been enforcing the prohibition 
lawR, both the Constitution and the statute law of the land. 
H e has l>een after the higher-ups. He has been after the princes 
a .s v.;·Pll a s the paupers. H e has been giving jail sentences and 
t erm::; in the penitentiary for the ringleaders, and they do not 
like it. The following is one of their "organization" letters 
they have been sending out over the country: 
[Will ia m II. St ayton, na tional chairman; G. C. Ilinckley, national 

st'cretary and treasurer; office of Charles S. Wood, national campaign 
mana ger, 1202 Liberty Building, Philadelphia] 

THE ASSOCIATIO~ AGAINST THE 
PROHIBITIO~ A;\IENDYEN'.r (INC.), 

S CITE 409, LENOX B UILDING, 1523 L S'J.'REET NW., 
Washington, D. 0., February S, 19t"'. 

DBAU Srn : lu a r ecent communication to the United States Senate, 
Mr. _\ndt·ew W. Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury, transmitted to that 
body a repot·t made to him by Mr. R. Q. Merrick, prohibition adminis
trator, detailing the steps he had taken to check rum running from 
Canada . 

The p rohibit ion administrator s tates that, with the knowledge and 
uppr o\'a l of United States District Judge Frank Cooper, of the northern 
di ' tric t of New York, Prohibition Commissioner Haynes, and Chief of 
General Prohibition Agents E. C. Yellowley, he employed, on or about 
December 1, 1924, other agents who made purchases of liquor in Canada 
and t·au the liquor in automobiles to Albany, Troy, and Plattsburg, 
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where they sold it to bootleggers, who were afterwards prosecuted and 
convicted for conspiracy to violate the national prohibition act. 

In the opinion of this association the employment of men by the Gov
ernment to break the law and thereby entice others to break it is au 
abominable practice and not to be tolerated in a civilized country. 

We are anxious to secure more detailed information as to the prac
tices outlined above, and should much _appreciat e bearing from you 
whether you have any personal knowledge of the connection of any 
Government officials either in the prohibition enforcement service, the 
judiciary, or the offices of the district attorney, or others, with matters 
of this kind. 

We should particularly like to have the names and addresses of any 
persons who in your opinion would be likely to be able to give us 
reLiable testimony as to this. 

We shall keep your name out of the matter entirely unless we receive 
specific. permission fr9m you to use it. 

We sincerely hope tbat you may be able to do us this service in the 
cause of orderly and decent government, and beg for the favor of a 
prompt reply, as the matter is already in the hands of the Judiciary 
Committee of the House of Representatives for investigation. 

Very truly yours, 
ASSOCIATION AGAINST THE PBOHIBITION .AMEXDliE~T, 
CHARLES S. WOOD, National Campaign Ma1zager. 

I have omitted the name of the addressee in the above letter 
for obvious reasons. This association against the prohibition 
amendment is after every judge who bas been enforcing the 
law. They are after Judge Cooper_ They have caused to be 
written letters to members of the bar who practice before Judge 
Cooper, and have had parties go to such attorneys, seeking 
statements of misconduct on the part of Judge Cooper, hoping 
to comb up something to use against him in this LaGuardia 
impeachment . 

HOPE TO BREAK DOWN THE LAW , 
Their hope is that they will break down the law. They 

have been trying to get Congress to help them. They have 
caused appropriations for this work to be denied by this Con
gress, when they know that such action will cripple and handi
cap the prohibition enforcement department. 

APPEAL FRO~I THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 

Every posted man knows that Andrew W. Mellon, the Secre
tary of the Treasury, is not a prohibitionist. He does not be
lieve in it. He is fundamentally wet. Yet the enforcement of 
prohibition laws has been placed in his hands, and he must 
make some show at least to uphold such law. And he knows 
that the action of Congress in cutting off the appropriation for 
under-cover work will cripple and handicap his department. 

On yesterday, February 10, 1927, there was received by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives the following. appeal 
from the Secretary of the Treasury : 

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, D. C., Februa111 8, 1921. 

The honorable the SPEAKER OF THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESE~TATIVES, UNITED STATES, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR M'n. SPEAKER : Beginning with the fiscal year 1922 Con

gress, in the appropriation act for each fiscal year, has authorized the 
Treasury Department to use a designated portion of the moners appro
priated as an advance fund in securing evidence of violations of the 
Ilarrison narcotic law, as amended, the narcotic drug import and ex
port act, and the national prQhibition laws. This provision was stricken 
from the appropriation act for the next fiscal year on a point of order. 
This leaves the department without authority to use any portion what
ever of the appropriation for securing evidence in this manner. 

The use of certain funds as advance moneys is absolutely essential 
to the successful enforcement of these laws. This was explained as 
follows in a recent communication from the department to the Presi
dent of the Senate: 

"This brings us to a consideration of the whole subject o'f law en
forcement, as regards the national prohibition laws. 

"The enforcement of these laws presents a problem which the public 
and the Congress must consider. Unlike other criminal laws, violations 
are not specific and limited to Individual cases where only at most a small 
group is concerned. The country is faced with numerous, vast, and con
tinuing conspiracies. It must be recognized that violations are nation
wide in their occurrence and almost without number. To meet this condi
tion the Federal Government must concentrate its efforts upon tbe large, 
well-Qrganized, illegal operations that develop and maintain the sources 
of supply and the wholesale distribution. Illegal traffic of this char
acter and on such a scale is a menace to the stability of well-ordered 
society and to the common welfare. The men engaged in this illegal 
work have practically unlimited financial resources from the tremendous 
profits their trade offers; they are, therefore, able to get skilled assist
ance, both legal and chemical, and to practice corruption of public offi· 



3530 CONGRESSIONAL. R.EOORD-HOUSE .FEBRUARY 11 
cials where corruptible officials can be found. They employ criminals 
who often do not hesitate at murder to assure the success of their 
opera tious. 

" The advance of civilization means constant warfare between well
ordered society and the lawless elements. When society is aroused, ag
gressive and well organized, the criminal class is driven to cover and 
becomes more or less innocuous; when public opinion is indifferent the 
suppression of the criminal ciasses becomes ineffective until the law
abiding classes are aroused to the danger threatening their social order, 
and the laws are again enforced. 

" This is a fair picture of the conditions to-day facing the executive . 
department charged with the enforcement of the prohibition laws. Con
spiracies are nation-wide in extent, in great numbers, organized, well 
financed, and cleverly conducted. No parallel of this situation exists in 
normal times. It is similar, rather, to war. Our efforts must be na
tion-wide and as thoroughly organized. We are in particular neejl of a 
highly developed department of intelligence to keep the forces of society 
informed as to the personnel and methods used by the lawbreakers. We 
can not defeat a force as to whose numbers, organization, a.nd methods 
we are in the dark. Secret Service work is as necessary to the success
ful enforcement of these laws as it is for the enforcement of the laws 
against counterfeiting or similar crimes. Even more important is the 
existence of a public opinion which will sustain the morale of the 
Government agents. 

"It is neither necessary nor desirable that these agents engage in 
any illegal practices or entice others to do so, but it is necessary 
that agents be employed who are qualified and do act as spies with 
the opposing forces. No one likes the idea, but it is as essential here 
as it is in war in order to gain necessary intelligence. Secret-service 
methods and under-cover men are absolutely· necessary if the prohibi
tion law is to be' enforced. This is a fact which the public and their 
representatives must face. The alternative is lax nnd ineffective en
forcement of the law. A limited number of Government employees, 
every one of them known to the criminal element, operating in broad 
dayligbt and in the view of all, can not hope to defeat unknown, 
intelligent, and unscrupulous men, not only highly organized, but con
stantly developing new channels and methods, and whose operations 
are necessarily enshrouded in darkness. Without meaning to justify 
the individual cases reported where agents have resorted to question
able methods in order to obtain the organization secrets and the 
methods of operation of bootleggers, it should be frankly stated that 
without the employment of undercover methods and the willingness 
of Government servants to become identified with the law violators 
in order to unearth their secrets, prohibition enforcement will be 
handici:IJ>ped almost to the point of failure." 

Congress not having provided authority for this 'use of funds in the 
next fiscal year, the department has had prepared, and forwarded here
with, a proposed act which will remedy this situation by providing 
that the . secretary of the Treasury, with the approval of the Presi
dent, may make available for advances for this purpose, from appro
priations already made, such sums as be deems necessary. This act is 
recommended by the department in the belief that the Congress does 
not intend to leave the executive department thus seriously bandi
cnpped in the matter of law enforcement. 

An identical letter has been addressed to the President of the Senate. 
A. W. MELLON, Secretary of the T't"easury. 

And Secretary Mellon transmitted a bill to Congress which 
he states is absolutely necessary, if his department is to en
force the law, and shows us that unless we pass such bill allow
ing him to use funds for under-eover purposes, it will be im
possible for him to enforce the law. 

And it will be remembered that this is the same Andrew W. 
Mellon who contributed $25,000 himself, and whose brother 
contributed $25,000, and whose nephew contributed $25,000, to 
to the campaign of a candidate for the United States Senate 
last year who was not acceptable to the prohibition forces of 
the United States. And this is the same Secretary of the 
Treasury, Andrew W. Mellon, who with his brother and nephew, 
supported in the la.st general election our colleague Mr. VARE, 
than whom there is no one more "wet," and when Mr. V ARE 
from practically every housetop in Pennsylvania promised ·light 
wines and beer if he were elected. And yet, wet as he is, 
SeCI·etary Mellon tells us that the prohibition law has been 
broken down because we have taken b:om him the funds to 
carry on thi'3 undercover work. 

The attorney for Judge Cooper presented before the Com
mittee on the Judiciary the following explanation of the 
LaGuardia charges: 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, in his statements before the committee and in his 
statements on the tloor, gave out the inference that these men whose 
conviction in Judge Cooper's court he criticizes were innocent per
sons enticed into the commission ot crime. With respect to La Foun
tain the records of the court show that prior to his indictment in 
this particular case be had pleaded guilty and paid a fine on a charge 
of violation of the Volstead Act. 

Tile record on appeal shows the following : 
That on the trial of the indictment in question the proh\bition 

agents testified that La Fountain boasted to the prohibition tlg~>nts 
of his successful bootlegging, as follows : 

The agents went to the Canada hotel, just across the line. Mascbon, 
the manager, gave one of them a card and told them to take it to 
La Fountain. They went to La Fountain's house, about 2 miles 
away, and told him that they had a card from Mascbon and wanted 
to see him with reference to buying Canadian ale. La Fountain an
swered, "All right; how much do you want?" The agents told him 
they bad had previous dealings with Plattsburg dealers and were up 
looking around to see if they could get cheaper ale. La Fountain 
said, "We can sell you ale cheaper than the Plattsburg dealers can, 
but if you load with us up here you do not want to let the Plattsburg 
dealers know that you are loading up here, becau e a certain amount 
of jealousy exists between the Champlain dealers and the Plattsburg 
dealers, and they will get you caught if they know you are loading up 
here. Keep this under your hat." La Fountain further said, " I have 
been piloting cars from Cbampla.in down to Plattsburg for the last 
five years and I have never lost one car." He said tb:rt he had a 
car loaded with ale in one of his garages for a New York man and 
he would leave that night for New York, and if be got safely to New 
York he would make $500 on the run. "I always know how the roads 
are before I put my cars out or put you on the roads." 

•· If you are really going to deliver any beer in New York you should 
buy it in carload lots. We can load you 300 cases, the smallest car 
we ship, and not more than 500 cases, into New York at $11 per case 
f. o. b. New York. All you have to do is to place the money in the 
bank and this car of ale will be shipped to you at New York or wherever 
you say, and we will have a man check this stuff in to _you in New 
York, and if everything is all right then you 0. K. the bill of lading 
and this man wires back to the bank and the money is then paid over 
to us." 

La Fountain also asked if the agent would need any hard whisky, 
and named over Peter Dawson, Gordon Dry Gin, Johnny Walker, and 
two other brands of whisky, ranging from $45 to $55 peL· case. 

THE HARTSON AND DUKEN CASES 

Counsel might raise the question why Mr. LAGUARDIA based his 
charge against Judge Cooper in part on the so-called Hartson and 
Duken cases and then refrained from submitting the records in these 
cases to the committee. The facts are that Hartson and Duken were 
convicted in the trial court .before Judge Cooper. Duken was convicted 
on only one count in the trial court, and that was of knowingly and 
unlawfully receiving, concealing, etc., intoxicating liquors when be knew 
that such intoxicating liquors had been unlawfully imported and 
brought into the United States from the Dominion of Canada. The 
circuit court of appeals held, with respect to Duken, that there should 
have been specification as to these liquors under the customs Jaws 
and the nature of the unlawfulness of Duken in handling them. On 
this technicality the case, with respect to him, was reversed. The con
viction of Hartson on other counts, however, was affirmed and the 
record in his case is one of the most remarkable ones that could have 
been presented to this committee had Mr. LAGUARDIA not refrained 
from presenting it. 
' Hartson, Duken, and a man by the name of Lyons were jointly 
indicted. Lyons went before Judge Cooper and, through his attorney, 
filed an affidavit of prejudice and asked a severance. Judge Cooper 
granted this severance. 

Now let us take up, first, what happened to Hartson and theu what 
happened to Lyons. Hartson was tried ; be was convicted ; the plea of 
entrapment was raised in the trial court and the plea of entrapment 
was raised in the circuit court of appeals. The circuit court of appeals 
in its decision said : 

" Parks was a Government agent investigating conditions in Platts
burg, near the Canadian border. He was introduced to Hartson by 
Lyons in the latter's barroom cafe. But it was more than a mere intro
duction. Lyon.s, according to Parks's testimony, first had to ask him 
for his name. He was a stranger. Then Lyons asked Hartson if he 
could supply Parks with 15 cases of William Dow ale, a Canadian ale, 
saying, 'He is up here after a load of ale and be is all right and fix him 
up.' A deal for the sale was promptly made by Hartson. Subsequently 
the liquor, bearing the Canadian label, was delivered and paid for at a 
nearby garage. 

" This evidence, in our judgment, suffices to sustain the charge of 
conspiracy by Lyons and Hartson that Hartson should sell the imported 
liquors to Parks." 

When the circuit court of appeals affirmed the conviction of Hartson 
it had before it the full record of testimony by the Government agents 
that they had purchased, transported, and sold liquor as Government 
agents in an effort to detect crime among criminals whom they sus
pected of being guilty of violating the law. Not only that, but the cir
cuit court of appeals had before it the plea of Hartson that he had been 
entrapped by this procedure on the part of the Government agents, and 
it thought so little of the plea of entrapment that in its decision it 
ignored it. 
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Now, what happened to Lyons? As has been stated, Lyons filed an 

affidavit of prejudice against Judge Cooper and asked for a severance, 
so that he might be tried under another judge. The severance was 
granted. But notwithstanding the fact that this man Lyons accused 
Judge Cooper of prejudice, at a later time he came bs.ck into Judge 
Cooper's court and pleaded guilty. He did not stand trial. 

HAYES AND DE FRANZO CASES 

Now, with respect to Hayes and De Franzo, whose case likewise was 
appealed to the circuit court of appeals and can be found in 14 Federal 
(2d) 561 and <>n, the Government agents t estified as in the other cases. 
They did not conceal any of the facts about their activities. In this 
case the defendants pleaded entrapment and requested an instruction of 
the trial judge. The judge, none other than Judge Cooper, instructed 
the jury as follows : 

" If a person is entirely innocent, has no thought of committing a 
crime, no means of committing a crime, no desire to commit a crime, 
no such thing is in his mind-if a person, thus innocent, having no 
thought or intention or desire to commit or violate any law or commit 
any crime, is induced to do so by the solicitation and entreatment, the 
persuasion and Utsistence planted in the mind of the person, the desire 
and the intention to do it and he does it which except for said in
sistence and persuasion he would not otherwise have done, that is 
entrapment. 

"Now, having that definition in mind, the defendant Hayes says 
that he would not have had any ale in his premises, sold any ale, or 
had anything to do with any ale or intoxicating liquors of any kind 
except for the solicitation, the entreatment, the persuasion, the insist
ence of Agent Parks. If that be so, then he is not guilty of the crime 
of conspiracy and he is not guilty of any of the offenses here charged. 
But if he was a willing seller ; if he was engaged in the business, or 
if he only awaited an opportunity to sell, and all that Agent Parks 
and the other agents did was to give him an opportunity to sell, why, 
then, be is guilty of such offenses as the evidence warrants you in find
ing him guilty of." 

The jury convicted ; the case was appealed to the circuit court of 
appeals, which again, as in the preceding case, took its affirmative 
action without even referring to the issue of entrapment which was one 
of the principal pleas raised before it. 

If ever there was an instance where the rule of res adjudicata could 
be applied, that is more outstanding than these cases, counsel has not 
beard of it. But the facts of record were not submitted to this com
mittee for its consideration as they should have been by the one who 
brought these charges against Judge Cooper. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA has tried to raise a question in the mind of this 
committee as to wbeiller the entrapment of individuals suspected of 
engaging in criminal acts in violation of Federal law by Government 
officers, specifically directed by their superior officers to detect crime, 
is of itself a violation of the law, when the acts of these agents include 
the purchase, transportation, and sale of intoxicating liquors. This 
question wns raised on the appeal in these three cases and the 
circuit co¥t ot appeals for the second circuit, after reviewing the testi
mony, the record of the trial, the instructions to the jury, decided that 
the Government agents in these particular cases about which Mr. LA
GUA..RDIA has complained did not violate any law, but were performing 
their duty as they should have done. 

All of these things complained about by Mr. LAGUARD~ 
Mr. CELLER, and Mr. BLACK of New York happened back in 1924. 
But it affords an opportunity for the "wets" to barass and 
make weak-kneed certain judges who are enforcing the prohi
bition laws, despite the drawbacks and handicaps the States 
of New York, Maryland, and others have hampered them with. 
It·is so seldom that we find a judge in New York who is strictly 
enforcing the prohibition law, that I am going to see that this 
one gets a fair deal and that he is properly defended before this 
Congress. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I do not suppose it is necessary 
to reply to this fiery oration by the distinguished gentleman 
from Texas. He has drawn upon his imagination for the facts 
to a degree most astonishing. One would suppose that he was 
guide, counsellor, and friend of the committee, taking the de
liberations into his care as to what should be done, and that 
he was the special guardian of the judge, and that the com
mittee was not looking after his interests in the slightest degree. 

I wish to say to the House that this matter is being as care
fully guarded in the proceedings as if the gentleman from Texas 
were the real counsel for the judge from Albany. [Laughter 
and applause.] Your committee is simply asking that they be 
permitted to swear witnesses who come before them rather 
than to go through the farce of having a man stand there not 
under oath and making a statement. In other words, the gentle
men who presented the articles of charges have themselves 
demanded the right of cross-examination. Our committee had 
declared, following, as we understood it, the plan which the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA] had outlined, that 

he was to make a statement, and then if the judge cared to 
make a statement he would be permitted to do so, and then 
the committee would take into consideration the matter and 
dispose of it. 

It seems that when the gentleman from New York came before 
the committee he made nothing but a legal argument and pre
sented documents from the Treasury Department, which had 
been submitted to it by the prohibition agent. He promised to 
produce the prohibition agent before the committee, but he 
failed to do it. I called the prohibition agent to the stand in 
order that we might examine him and force the gentleman to 
conduct his case in accordance with the original outline. · In 
point of fact, the ruling of the committee was carefully guarded, 
and never at any stage of the proceedings was it decided that 
Judge Cooper should be compelled to testify. Such an unheard
of proceeding never entered the mind of anybody on the com
mittee. It was after the hearing was closed and after we said 
that Judge Cooper could not be called to the stand by the gentle
man from New York that he himself came to the chairman of 
the committee and asked permission to make a tatement. That 
statement was made by him voluntarily, without coercion or 
any intimation from the committee itself. 

Now, then, the demand was made- on the committee for cross
examination. Rather than have it go out to the country and 
the world or to this House that anybody was being denied the 
privilege which they might have a legal right to demand, we 
considered what we would do in executive session, and we 
decided to close the mouths of those who might make such an 
assertion by giving to those who desired it the right to cross
examine persons presented as -Witnesses. We were notified by 
the gentleman prasenting the charges that there would be four 
or five witnesses called. Do you think we wanted to sit there 
like mummies and let them make statements not under oath? 

This committee will take care of the judge's reputation and 
character, with the closest scrutiny and guardianship, until there 
is disclosed something that may be made the basis of chargelj 
other than the frivolous things thus far asserted. [Applause.] 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield me three min
utes? 

1\Ir. GRAHAM. I do not tl1ink there is any necessity of 
further debate. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. But the gentleman has characterized the 
charges as frivolous. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I will yield the gentleman three minutes. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Sveaker, I think the country and the 

world and this House, to which the distinguished gentleman 
from Penn ylvanla has just referred, can get a pretty good 
notion of what the gentleman from New York is up against 
when the chairman of the committee takes an official document 
submitted by the Secretary of the Treasury to the United 
States Senate and describes it as a frivolous thing. My charges 
are based on that report. The gentleman criticizes the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] for seeking to be the counsel 
for the defense, and yet be has put the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LAGUARDI.A] on trial• rather than the judge who i~ 
before him for b.·ial. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, he has gotten the l'ight man all right. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman from Texas danced at
tendance upon the judge, but the judge brushed him aside and 
said that he would not want to be contaminated with the help 
of the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is not so. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Did not the gentleman dance around him 

yesterday? 
Mr. BLANTON. No. I never spoke to him in my life. 

However, he did ring me up over long-distance telephone, but 
he has never yet seen me to know me. We have never met 
personally. 

1\Ir. LAGUARDIA. Then how did the gentleman know so 
much about it? 

Mr. BLANTON. Because I investigated the gentleman's 
charges. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. How? 
1\Ir. BLANTON. Oh, I have means of doing it, just the same 

as the gentleman has, except that they are more reliable and 
authentic. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman did not take that sort of 
attitude when he was after Fenning . . 1\Ir. Speaker, I presented 
to the committee a.n official document from the Secretary of 
the Treasury, and it is not upon me to call the witness befo1·e 
the Committee on the Judiciary. That witness was in town 
at the very time that I was being upbraided for not producing 
him before the committee. I welcome this opportunity of pre
senting witnesses under oath, but I ask the chail.·man in all 
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fairness not to draw conclusions in advance and close his mind 
to an impartial and fair investigation of these very serious 
charges. 

?t-1r. CELLER. 1\fr. Speaker, I ask the gentleman from Penn
sylvania to yield me two minutes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I call for a vote. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the reso.· 

lution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks in the RECORD upon the subject of the con
templated impeachment against Judge Cooper. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani
mous consent to extend his remarks in the RECORD in the man
ner indicated. Is there objection? 

Mr. GRAHAM. 1\fr. Speaker, I object. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask the gentleman from Penn

sylvania to withdraw his objection. I want to put into the 
REcORD some American and English precedents on impeach-
ment. . 

The SPEAKER. The gent].emnn from New York asks unani
mous consent to extend his remarks in the RECORD by insert
ing therein certain precedents on the subject of impeachment. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. · WILLIAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to prefer a unanimous

consent request concerning charges that the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY] made that the National 
Tribune was collecting money from veterans of the Civil and 
Spanish-American Wars concerning its petitions that had been 
placed in the RECORD. I have a letter that I wrote to the 
Tribune demanding that they furnish a statement of what 
moneys they have collected, and I have their reply. I ask 
unanimous consent to put those in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
M1·. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

print an editorial from the Iron Age on the bill H. R. 3846. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani

mous consent to extend his remarks in the RECORD by printing 
an article which appeared in the Iron Age. Is there objection? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
IMPORTATION OF MILK AND CREAM 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up from the Speaker's 
table the bill (H. R. 11768) to regulate the importation of milk 
and cream into the United States for the pm·pose of promoting 
the dairy industry of th'e United States and protecting the 
public health, with Senate amendments thereto, and move to 
concur in the Senate amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa moves to take 
from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 11768 and recede and 
concur in the Senate amendm'ents. 

Mr. BLACK of New York. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of 
order against the motion upon the ground that the amendments 
inserted in the bill by the Senate are such that must be con
sidered in Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate amend-
ments. · 

The Clerk rend as follows: 
Page 4, after line 12, insert : 
" The Secretary of Agriculture is directed to waive the require

ments of paragraphs 2 and 5 of section 2 of this act in so far as the 
same relate to milk when issuing permits to operators of, or to pro
ducers for delivery to, creameries and condensing plants in the United 
States withln 20 miles of the point of production of milk, and who 
import no raw milk except for Pasteurization or coD,densing: Prcwided, 
That if milk imported when the requirements of paragraphs 2 and 
5 of section 2 have been so waived is sold, used, or disposed of in 
its raw state, or otherwise than as Pasteurized, condensed, or evapo
rated milk by any person, the permit shall be revoked and the importer 
shall be subjected to fine, imprisonment, or other penalty prescribed 
by this act." 

Page 4, line 20, strike out all after "cream," down to and including 
" time," in line 2, page 5, and insert : " : Prcwided, however, That 
unless and until the Secretary of Agriculture shall provide for in
spections to ascertain that paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of section 2 have 
been complied with, the Secretary of Agriculture shall issue tem
porary permits to any applicants therefor to ship or transport milk 
and/or cream into the United States." 

Page 5, line 6, after " has," insert: " failed to comply with the 
provisions of or has:• · 

The SPE.A.KER. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. BLACK of New York. Mr. Speaker, these amendments 
clearly go to the financial features of the bill. In the first 
amendment the Secretary of Agriculture may cut down th'e 
revenues by waiving certain requirements in respect to the 
issuance of permits, and at the same time in the proviso in 
that amendment may add to the cost of inspection by creating 
a new penalty and a new violation. The same is true of the 
second amendment, which also cuts down the r·equirement for 
permits. In the bill on page 3 the Secretary of Agriculture is 
permitted to issue regulations prior to the issuance of permits 
in compliance with those regulations. It is the usual thing for 
the Secretary of Agriculture vested with this power to require 
that money be paid for these permits, and anything that goes 
to the number of permits, to the increase of inspection, goes to 
the revenue features of the legislation. 

I call the attention of the Speaker, though I presume it is 
not necessary to do so, to section 843 of the Manual, which 
requires that: 

All motions or propositions involving a tax or charge upon the 
people; all proceedings touching appropriations of mOlley, or bills mak
ing appropriations of money or property, or requiring such appropria
tions to be made, or authorizing payments out of appropriations already 
made, or releasing any liability to the United States for money or 
property, or referring any claim to the Court of Claims, shan be first 
considered in a Committee of the Whole. 

This bill does not make an appropriation. It authorizes 
an appropriation. Through this blanket power given to the 
Secretary of Agriculture by page 3 of the bill, it authorizes 
him to draw up his own regulations, and it authorizes the 
making of license fees. 

These amendments do affect the revenue from such licenses 
and applications for they dispense with permits in certain cases, 
and on the other hand in certain cases of adding to the cost of 
carrying the provisions on. 

1\Ir. LAGUARDIA. In other words, it involves an expend
iture? 

Mr. BLACK of New York. Involves an expenditure of public 
moneys. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, under paragraph 860 of the 
Manual-

House bills with Senate amendments which do not require considera
tion in a Committee of the Whole may be at once disposed o! as the 
House- may determine, as may also Senate bills substantially the same 
as Honse bills already favorably reported by a committee of the House, 
and not required to be considered in Committee of the Whole, be dis
posed of in the same manner on motion directed to be made by such 
committee. 

As a matter of fact the amendments to which the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. BLACK] refers are entirely in accordance 
with provision of the rule just read and do not come under the 
provisions of section 843 at all, and the provision read by him 
in no way applies to the question in hand. The amendments of 
the Senate are simply limiting amendments, and they simply 
affect in a very minor degree the main provisions of the bill, 
or merely affect the administration or working out of the bill, 
and in no way affect the revenue produced by the bill. The 
House bill is changed only to a slight degree, and there is 
absolutely nothing in the amendments which involve considera
tion by the Committee of the Whole House, in regard to which, 
the gentleman from Iowa proposes to concur at this time. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. It collects a substantial sum, bringing 
it within the rule--

1\Ir. SNELL. That is a violent conclusion. The amendments 
do not affect the general purposes ·of the Senate bill in any 
way, shape, form, or manner, and in no way affect the revenue 
collected under the bill. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. It gives a greater latitude. 
Mr. SNELL. You might say in one way that it does, but 

the main purpose of the bill is not changed. 
Mr. BLACK of New York. As a matter of fact, do not the 

Senate amendments extend to the number of permits to be 
issued? 

Mr. SNELL. I think so. 
Mr. BLACK of New York. Then it does affect the revenues? 
Mr. SNELL. It does not affect the revenues in any way, 

shape, or manner, for the permits have nothing whatev~r to do 
with the revenue collected under the bill. They are slmply a 
matter of regulation provided for under the main bill. 

The SPE.A.KER. The Ohair is ready to rule. 
A very recent decision of the House itself holds that if any 

amendment or provision makes a charge upon the Treasm·y it 
must appear upon the face of the bill itself. The House went 
so far even as to hold that the Speaker might not make use 
of any knowledge he might possess that a charge on the Treas-
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ury would !lecessarily follow. The effect of the decision of 
the Bouse is that any pro•ision must show on its face beyond 
any possibility of speculation or doubt that a charge upon the 
Treasury is in fact created. The Chair is unable to see lan
guage in these amendments on their face which would cause 
the Chair to be certain of there being a charge on the Treas
ury and overrules the 'point of order. 

1\Ir. BLACK of New York. 1\ir. Speaker, I have an amend
ment--

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Iowa yield the 
floor for the purpose of allowing the gentleman from New York 
to offer an amendment? 

Mr. BLACK of New York. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 
• The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

1\Ir. BLACK of New York. The gentleman from Iowa moves 
to recede and conC'ur in the Senate amendment. The only 
thing before the Bouse now is his motion. I want to offer an 
amendment to the motion--

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa has the floor 
for one hour, and the motion of the gentleman from Iowa is 
preferential. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Iowa [1\Ir. 
HAUGEN] yielded to me. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York is recog
nized. 

1\lr. TABER. l\Ir. Speaker, the amendments adopted by the 
Senate to this bill liberalize the bill a little bit, so that Pasteur
izing plants on this side of the line may receive milk that is 
produced on the other side of the line within 20 miles of the 
plant under certain conditions. That amendment was said by 
the Sheffield farm people and other .large distributers of milk 
to make the bill satisfactory to them. It does not hurt the bill 
any, in so far as keeping out their milk is concerned, because 
the milk which is so imported is subsequently Pasteurized, and 
the importer will still be liable and subject to the penalties 
prescribed by the act if it is not Pasteurized. The other amend
ments are amendments of detail and have no substantial effect. 

I want to say this one word with reference to the New York 
City situation and to show the House just how far afield some 
of their statements have been. The total importations of milk 
during June, July, and August, 1926, according to the statistics 
of the Department of Agricultm·e and the Department of Com
merce, are only 3,600,000 quarts. 

1\lr. LAGUARDIA. Wa that more than the usual consmnp
tion? 

Mr. TABER. 'l'hat was more than the usual importation. 
The total consumption in New York City per day is 3,000,000 
quarts, so that at the pe.ak of the season the importation is 
only as much as 3 per cent of the total consumption in New 
York City, and the effect of this bill making those people who 
import comply with the regulations of a sanitary nature that 
are required in this act can not be serious, so far as New York 
City is concerned. 

Mr. BRIGHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield there? 
Mr. TABER. Yes. 
Mr. BRIGHAM. Can the gentleman tell us the amounts im

ported in November and December? 
Mr. TABER. Somewhere between 400,000 and 500,000 gal

lons, or 2,000,000 quarts, per month. The large importation is 
in the summer. 

l\Ir. LAGUARDIA. In the other months there is a sufficient 
domestic supply? 

Mr. TABER. Yes; in all the months there is a sufficient 
domestic supply. By the provisions of the bill the supply will 
not be cut off. It simply means that the Canadian producers 
will clean up. 

Mr. NEWTON of :Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle
man yield there? 

Mr. TABER. Yes. 
Mr. NEWTON of 1\Iinnesota. "What the gentleman has said 

with reference to the Senate amendment would apply not only 
in New York, but it would not harm the situation anywhere 
throughout the country? 

Mr. 'l'ABER. It would not. Unless they tried to bring in 
dirty milk. 

l\lr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. BLACK]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York is recog
nized for five minutes. 

1\lr. BLACK of New York. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of 
the House, this bill has only one purpose in view. It is not in 
the interest of the health of the people of the city of New York 
at all. This bill is for the purpose of giving to the Secretary 
of Agriculture the powe1· to raise the price of milk for the 

people of the city of New York. It .ghes him the power of 
embarg_o o\er the milk coming into the city of New York. It 
gives him the power to deprive the people of the city of New 
York of milk. 

The health commissioner of New York City, Doctor Barris, 
is opposed to this bill. lie is a man whose regard for the 
health of the people of the city of New York has been con
firmed by statements not only from his own party but from 
Republicans of the State of New York. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. l\Ir. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
1\lr. BLACK of New York. Yes. 
l\Ir. GRIFFIN. Does not the amendment affect other cities 

along the northern border? 
Mr. BLACK of New York. Yes; the gentlemen who are 

guardians of the cows and ha•e been for a number of years 
are coming down to protect our people. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Would not the amendment affect all the 
other cities along the southern side of the Canada border? 

Mr. BLACK of New York. Yes. 
l\fr. SNELL. l\Ir. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
~Ir. BLACK of New York. Yes. 
Mr. SNELL. In what re. pect does it change the specifica

tions in regard to the milk coming into New York-anything 
that would interfere with Doctor Harris's regulations? 

1\Ir. BLACK of New York. Doctor Harris might be satis
fied with certain milk, but the Secretary of Agriculture may 
pre•ent the same milk coming into New York; milk that other
wi:-:e would come in. It is not in the interest of the people of 
the city of New York, but in the interest of the farmers of 
the gentleman's district. You never worry about the children 
of the city of New York. 

)lr. TABER. Does the gentleman object to the people in 
New York City having pure milk? 

:llr. BLACK of New York. I object to the people of the city 
of New York not having milk unless they have to get it from 
you folks up the State. You people all your lives never gave 
a thongilt to the people of the city of New York until the last 
campaign. 

1\Ir. BROWNE. The gentleman seems to differ with that 
distinguished Senator from New York City, DocTOR CoPELAND, 
who believes that til is is a health measure for the benefit of 
the people of New York. 

l\ir. BLACK of New York. Oh, I disagree with CoPELAND so 
much that I begin to t.llink I am a consistent contradicter of 
CoPELAND. When he lines up with TABER and S ifELL then he 
does not go along with me. [Laughter.] ' 

Mr. BROWNE. I am sure the Senator would change his 
views if he knew where you stand. [Laughter.] 

1\Ir. BLACK of New York. I am not particularly interested 
in straightening him out. This is a pure graft proposition, not 
a sanitary proposition. The alibi is health. 

l\Ir. WAIJ\TWRIGBT. Bow does the Governor of New York 
stand on this pm·e-milk proposition as it affects the city of 
New York? 

1\lr. BLACK of New York. The Governor of the State of New 
York has already been for pure milk for the people of the city 
of New York. Be has always been for a reasonable cost of 
living for the people of the city of New York. Be has been one 
of the best friends of tile farmers of the State of New York; 
and it does not behoove the Secretary of Agriculture, with such 
a governo1· in New York, to be doing a little bit of manipulation. 

l\lr. W AINWRIGBT. That is not an answer to my question. 
I asked the gentleman what the attitude of the Governor of 
the State of New York was on this bill. 

Mr. BLACK of New York. I will not go to jail if I do not 
answer the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER. The time of tile gentleman from New York 
has e~rpired. 

Mr. HAUGEN. 1\Ir. Speaker, I yield one minute to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA]. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I fired all the ammunition 
I had on this bill when it was before the House. I know I can 
not stop it now, because it is going to pas's in a very few min
utes. I simply want to reiterate what I said before: This is 
an embargo bill. I am sure we are going to have a shortage 
of milk in New York City, which is going to enhance the price 
of milk, and I will be here next session to give you the infor
mation, and in all fairness I want the gentleman who offered it 
to be here at that time. 

1\Ir. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TINCHER] . 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Speaker, I suppose every Member of the 
House remembers what this bill is. Most every State of the 
United States has imposed the tuberculin test upon dairy herds 
and Ilave imposed certain sanitary regulations that must be 
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complied with by the dairymen of America. Canada will not 
comply with those regulations so long as they can briQg their 
milk in without that compliance. Placing human life above the 
ambitions of Canadian dairymen in not testing their herds your 
Committee on Agriculture reported this bill, and so far as I 
know they are still supporting it. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question. 
Mr. BLACK of New York. Mr. Speaker, I have an amend

ment pending, but I withdraw my amendment in view of the 
tactics of the gentleman from Iowa in not giving me a chance to 
offer it. 
· The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle
man from Iowa to concur in the Senate amendments. 

The Senate amendments were concurred in. 
THE M'N.ARY-HAUGEN FARM RELIEF BILL 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the further comdderation of the bill (H. R. 
15474) to establish a Federal farm board to aid in the orderly 
marketing and in the control and disposition of the surplus of 
_agricultural commodities. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the Whole Hou e on the state of the Union, with l\lr. MAPES in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask the gentleman from 

Kentucky [.Mr. KINcHELOE] to use a part of his time. 
Mr. KINCHELOE. .Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 30 minutes. 

[Applause.] 
Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 

that there is no quorum present. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota makes the 

point of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred and twenty-one Mem
bers are present, a quorum, and the gentleman from Kentucky 
is recognized for 30 minutes. 

· Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com
mittee, I voted against the so-called McNary-Haugen bill on 
two occasions in this House on account of many objectionable 
features in that bill, which I have not the time and shall not 
undertake here to state, but what I want to do, if the House 
will indulge me awhile, is to try to explain the so-called 
McNary-Haugen bill that is now before you for considera
tion. 

In a speech I made in the last session of the Congress on the 
bill, I tried to state my ideas for helping agriculture. If I had 
my way about it, and my party were in power, I would not be 
for any one of these bills now pending before Congress. If I 
had my way about remedying the helpless condition of agri
culture, I would go to a different committee than the Committee 
on Agriculture. I realize that at this hour agriculture in this 
country, from ocean to ocean and from the Gulf to the Lake , 
bas creeping paralysis. Regardless of the products or regardless 
of the organizations the farmers have come about to their end. 

As a member of the Agricultural Committee for four years, I 
have sat around the table and heard the wailing cry of agri
culture throughout this country on every commodity, and when
ever a man says to me that there is no problem in agriculture 
of this country, I do not think he knows what be is talking 
about. I say to you as a Democrat that I think this condition 
has been brought about largely by discriminatory legislation in 
behalf of other businesses and other industries in this country, 
which have levied a sad toll on the agricultural interests of 
this country. [Applause.] If I had my way about it, I would 
go to the Ways and Means Committee first, as this Democratic 
minority has tried to do in this Congress. I would reduce the 
tariff, prohibitive in many respects as to the necessaries of life, 
in a way that all manufactured articles which the farmer has 
to buy would cost him less. In that way I would increase the 
purchasing power of his dollar. I would make it possible for 
the manufacturers of Europe to come to this country and sell 
their products in open competition with the manufacturers of 
this country, whereby they could get American money with 
which to buy the surplus products of the American farmer and 
take them back to Europe, where they are so much needed. 
.And I am no free trader nor do I want to hurt any legitimate 
business in this country. 

I would go before the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce and seek to have brought in a bill which would 
reduce the almost prohibitive freight rates upon the agricultural 
products of this cotintry. I would develop Muscle Shoals o 
that the American farmer could buy his fertilizer cheaper. 
{Applause.] I would continue developing the inland waterways 

of this country, which will do more towanl solving the problem 
of freight rates in this country than anything else. [Applause.] 

But I realize that as long as this Republican adminif.:tration 
is in power this can not be done. I agree in principle with 
the speech which the gentleman from Alabama, ~Ir. HUDDLE
STON, made the other day; but when it comes to the point 
where I know this can not be done, anu when I know thn t 
over 700,000 farmers of this Nation in the last four years 
have gone into bankruptcy and have been forced from their 
homes and from the farms where they once enjoyed pro •perity 
and happiness to other pursuits in life. representing a popula
tion of over two and a half million people who were once 
happily engaged in agricultuml pursuits on the farm, and who 
in this period of time have gone into bankruptcy by reason of 
conditions over which they bad no control; and in v]ew of the 
further fact that these other remedi~l legislative measures 
which I have enumerated can not be enacted under this Republi
can administration, as a Member of Congr 'SS, I am going to 
forego some of my opinions about the McNary-Haugen bill, 
resolve the doubt in favor of the bill, and give American agri
culture and the American farmer a chance on this proposition. 
J:.!p_l)lause.] 

I realize that in the debate yesterday we bad some facetious 
talks, some unkind criticisms, but I am sorry to say the House 
was without any further information after that was done. 
[Laughter and applause.] 

Now, what does the Haugen bill provide? The most auto
cratic Haugen bill ever introduceu here since I have been in 
Congress was the first McNary-Haugen bill. The g ntleman 
from Kansas, who is a great agriculturalist, says that one 
Member of Congress once said that there comes a time in a 
man's life when he should rise above principle, and when be 
refers to a man rising above principle, I presume he refers to 
the man who is going to support this bill. The first man who 
ever rose above principle in respect to this McNary-Haugen 
bill was the gentleman from Kansas himself, when he so 
eloquently and enthusiastically supported the fir t :McNai'Y
Haugen bill, when the wheat farmers of his country were flat 
on their backs. 

The gentleman from Louisiana ays by innuendo if not 
directly that the packers are for this bill and therefore every
body who is for this bill is conn·olled by the packers. These 
gentlemen are two gr~at, outstanding agriculturalists in this 
country, the gentleman from Kansas, who raises nothing but 
wheat, and the gentleman from Louisiana, who raises cotton. 

I come to you as a Representative on the floor of this House 
who has the honor to represent one of the greatest diversified 
farming districts in America, wbere we can raise practically 
everything except tropical fruits; and yet all the farmers of 
my country are practically bankrupt, regardle._s of the products 
they raise. - I am in favor of giving these two distinguished 
gentlemen the degree of D. A. E.--doctor of agriculture and 
economics--the gentleman from Kansas and the gentleman from 
Louisiana. 

This bill is the most democratic in its terms of any of these 
bills, and I mean by that, it is more representative and the 
farmers have all the say about it. It is a farmer's bill. It 
provides for an agricultural board with the Secretary of Agri
culture as an ex officio member, and with one member from 
each farm land-bank district in the United States. The ·e mem
bers are to be appointed by the President anu confirmed by the 
Senate. But how are their names to be submitted to the Presi
dent of the United States? The cooperative organizations anu 
the farm organizations of the United States shall meet at the 
various Federal land banks or the cities in which they are 
located and submit the names of three men, whom they choose, 
to the President of the United States for appointment on this 
board, and the President of the United State must appoint one of 
these three men, and then be must be confirmed by the Senate. 

The bill ftu-ther sets up an advisory council composed of 
direct representatives of each basic commodity set up in this 
bill, which, as it is written, are corn, wheat, swine, cotton, 
and rice. How are these members of the advisory board 
selected? The Farm Loan Board select these seven member , 
who are representatives of the farmers engaged in each ba~ic 
commodity, from lists submitted to them by the cooperative 
marketing associations and other farm organizations hanuling 
that specific commodity. Tbey are to be the ilirect representa
tives of the farmers engaged in that specific commodity. Tiley 
are to be the intermediary and the mouthpiece in the enforce
ment and the administration of this law between the farmer 
who raises this specific commodity and the farm board which 
is going to administer the law. 

With this machinery set up, when you vote for thiH bill, my 
friends, you are not voting for an equalization fee on nny com-
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modity. You are voting to set up a piece of Federal machinery, 
which is going to give the farmers of each of these specific basic 
commodities the right to say whether they want an operating 
period declared or not. It is not like the former bills. You do 
not vote to put any equalization fee on any specific commodity 
by voting for this bill. 

We have the same thing in connection . with the Federal re
serve system. If a State bank in any one of the States wants 
to join the Federal reserve system, the Federal Reserve Board 
says to this bank, "There is nothing compul. ory about your 
coming in. You can come in if you want to; but if you do come 
in, you have got to comply with the laws and regulations of the 
Federal reserve system." 

This board, when it is appointed, says to the farmers engaged 
in the production of such specific basic commodity, " You do not 
have to come in uules. you want to; but if you do come in, you 
must comply with the laws and regulations as set out in this 
bill." 

Suppose this was the law to-day. Let us take wheat as an 
illustration. What ha·· got to be done in order for an operating 
period to be declRred on wheat? First and foremost, the ad
visory council, which is representative of the growers of wheat, 
elected by the growers of wheat, must come to this board and 
ask for an operating period. Not only that, but the cooperative 
marketing associations of wheat and other organizations with 
respect to wheat must also come and ask this board to declare 
an operating periotl. Then the board, under this bill, still can 
not declare an operating period after all that is done. What 
else must be done? The members of this farm loan board. a 
sufficient number of them, representing land-bank districts · in 
the United States that produce as much as 50 per cent of all 
the wheat raised in America, must fu·st ask for it. 

These three requests, gentlemen, must be made for it before 
the board can declare it. The board elected by the farmers, 
the advisory counsel elected by the farmers of that specific 
commodity, and the farmers themselves. When that is done 
they declare an operative period. Of course, the farmers that 
do not belong to cooperative marketing or other farm organiza
tions raising wheat will not have any vote i.n the selection of 
the board or the advisory council. Neither does the taxpayer 
of the United States, notwithsta.illding he is paying taxes-State, 
county, and National-have any say in the election of officers 
to control the. e political units unless he votes. But he has 
got to pay his taxes whether he votes or not. He does not 
have to vote. No farmer under this bill has to go into the 
organization, and I would not vote for any bill that would com
pel him to go in. 

Now, let us see-the operative period is declared on wheat 
and an equalization fee is fixed. And when it is fixed every
body must pay it pursuant to the definition set out in the bill. 

Now, when the operative period is fixed the termination of it 
can he made in the same way and by the same people who 
start t11e operative period. When they come in the equalization 
fee is levied, and if it proves a benefit to the wheat farmer the 
man outside the organization gets the same benefit as the man 
inside the o1·ganization. Same thing with the other basic com
modities. Suppose they go in. Suppose it is bad, suppose it is 
not a success, suppose it does not increase the price of wheat
do you think the farmers in the cooperative association and 
other organizH tions and their representatives are going to be 
fools enough to stay in when it does them no good? Why, if 
it is o.f no benefit to those in the organization and no benefit to 
thoHe that are out they can get out the same way as they got 
in. They can get out whenever they want to. How? 

These same organizations can come with their advisory coun
cil of seven men and with their votes in the Farm Loan Board 
representing 50 per cent of the commodity, and say, "Yes; 
we went in, we thought it would do us good, we paid the 
equalization fee, but we see after it is tried out it won't do, 
and we want to get out," and when they do that they can get 
out the same way they got in. 

That, in subsance, is this bill. I never liked the equaliza
tion fee and I do not like it now. But if it is going to be 
good for the farmers on the inside of the organization, it iso 
going to be good for those that are out. If it is going to be 
bad for those that go in, they are going to get out and you 
need not be uneasy about that. 

The bill may not be perfect; no other great bill has been, 
When the time comes I aw going to offer an amendment to 
put tobacco in the bill as a basic commodity. The Burley Co
operative Association of Kentucky with 105,000 members, the 
Dark Tobacco Association of Kentucky, Tennessee, and Indiana 
with 73,000 members, have been against the McNary-Haugen 
bill up to now because they thought they could carry the load 
and get through. But they have changed. They will tell you 

so themselves, because they have carried the load as long as 
they can carry it. They say they do not know whether the 
equalization fee is going to be a success, but they want to try 
it because they can carry the tobacco proposition no longer 
and they are gone anyway without something is done. Same 
way with most other farmers. 

The gentleman from Kansas (l\Ir. TINCHER] say. he thought 
that the bill was for food products. I suspect the gentleman 
did think so, for I doubt if he has read the bill enough to 
know about it. [Laughter.] It provides for agricultural com
modities, and why should not tobacco be in it if the tobacco 
people want it? Tobacco is the only product which the Ameri
can farmer raises that pays $390,000,000 into the Federal Trea -
ury every yea1·. [Applause.] 

I do not know whether i t is constitutional or not. I have 
tried in my humble way as a lawyer to satisfy my mind about 
it, but this is a unique piece of legislation. From the investi
gation I have made there has been no law. pa~sed that the 
courts have construed is sufficiently parallel to satisfy mv O\Yn 
mind about it. The courts have construed the commerce clause 
of the Constitution. They have construed the taxing power of 
the Constitution ; but, as I say, there is no parallel case to 
this. But let me tell you this : I do not know whether you 
have read the majority report on this bill or not, but it is ·the 
ablest report that I have ever read since I have been in Con
gress. I do not know who wrote the report, but it contains 
the best arguments for the constitutionality of this bill that 
I have ever rend. 

But in view of the precarious condition of agriculture, in 
view of the fact that I have not been able to find any parallel 
cases that would sati~fy my mind about this, in view of the 
fact that every farm organization in the United States, with 
the exception of the Grange, and that the American Federation 
of Labor, consisting of 4,000,000 men, have come before the 
Agricultural Committee of the House and asked that this bill 
be enacted into law, I am going to resolve my doubt in favor 
of the bill and vote for it and let it be tried. [Applause.] And 
the great Grange organization has not declared against the 
1\Ic.Nary-Haugen bill. It merely declared for the debenture 
plan. 

I want to sllow you a striking thing about agriculture. I 
was amused at the gentleman from Kansas [l\Ir. Tr~cHER] yes
terday. He brought in two big maps and sandwiched himself 
between them and then never referred to either one of them. 
'When he got through I was reminded of the story of the teachct· 
who asked the childt·en to write an essay upon the pin. 

One boy wrote a rather prolix one, and in the course of it 
he claimed that the pin had saved the lives of thousands of 
people. After the teacher had read it he said to the boy, 
"What do you mean by the pin having saved the liv~s of 
thousands of people'?" The boy replied that the pin had saved 
tho~e lives because tho.·e people had never swallowed any. 
[Laughter.] The gentleman from Kansa saved himself bv 
never referring to either one of these maps. When the gentle
man comes to diagnosing legislation and chastising everybody 
who eli. agrees with him, he reminds me of the greyhound who 
runs by sight instead of scent. [Applause.] I have here a 
map that is prepared by the Bureau of Economics in the De
partment of Agriculture, which was loaned to me by my friend 
from New York, ~Ir. JACOBSTEI.N, who, in my judgment, is the 
greatest economist in this House. [~.\.pplause.] Start at 1910 
with nonagricultural products and 30 farm products. They run 
along together pretty well until 1915. The purchasing power 
of the farmer's dollar stood up as well as theirs. After the 
war came on and it was evident that we were going to get into 
it, both of them started to rise in price, and when it got to 1920, 
look how much higher the nonagricultural products went than 
the 30 agriculttu·al commodities. That low place of the line of 
agricultural collllllodities represents a loss of $3,000,000,000 to 
the American farmer in 1920, because he did not get his pro
portion of h_igh price for the commodities that he raised, as 
compared With what he had to buy. From 1920 up to 192G 
look how they dropped. That period of 1921 until December, 
1926, represents a loss of $15,000,000,000 to the agricultural in
terests of this country. There are two reasons for that: One, 
the iniquitous Fordney-l\IcCmnber tariff bill, which has pro
vided a tariff so high that it has cut off competition in this 
country on many items, holds up ilie manufactured products, 
and the other, the Esch-Cuminins railroad bill, which gives 
the Interstate Collllllerce Commission power to fix such rates 
as will yield the railroads a certain return, also helps to hold 
up the price. 

Gentlemen, the 30,000,000 people on the farm can not live on 
this low line down here with those people on the high line above 
them. One of two things must happen. You have either got to 
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lower the nonagricultural products part of the way down or 
raise the agricultural products up. If I had my way about it, 
I would lower the nonagricultural products part of the way 
down and bring them down to meet the farmer. [Applause.] 
However, under this administration you can not do that. Every 
time the farmer buys a dollar's worth of manufactured products 
for himself or his family he pays tribute. It is true that there 
is no tariff upon agricultural implements, but there is a very 
high tariff on everything that goes into them. He pays his 
toll e\ery time lle buys a dollar's worth. Every time the paople 
up here buy, they come down and get a discount. I tell you 
manufacturing gentlemen from New England, from Boston, from 
Massachusetts, that these 30,000,000 people, 1·egal'dless of their 
present political affiliations, are not going to stand much longer 
the deep reward that you receive by reason of the discrimina-
1-ory legislation in the way of a tariir and raHroad rates. By 
their votes in the near future, if something is not done for agri
culture, as sure as the sun shines they are going to elect a Con
gre.s and President who will take some of the pillars out of 
this great. superstructure built up by discriminatory legislation. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. Chairman, last Tuesday night, by a strange coincidence, 
the Secretary of the Interior gave a dinner to the President 
of the United States and his wife at the Pan American Build
ing. It was a wonderful banquet. Henry Ford came in his 
private car to attend that banquet, and gave out a statement 
in this morning's paper that he wants Coolidge reelected in 1928. 
Mr. Rockefeller was invited. Mr. Gary, of the Steel Trust, was 
invited, also l\fr. Firestone, of tl1e ·rubber-tire manufacturers, and 
Mr. Schwab and Mr. O'Leary, the president of the United States 
Chamber of Commerce, and many other notables, and, according 
to this clipping from the Washington Post, farmer . Ned Mc
Lean's newspaper, if all of these people who were invited had 
attended, there would have been represented at the banquet a 
capital of $5,000,000,000, and it all occurred light at the time 
'vhen this farm legislation was to be discussed at both ends of 
the Capitol. 

I say it was a wonderful banquet. They held it in the Pan 
American Building, with its beautiful symmetrical columns, its 
Parian marble, under chandeliers that shone with all of the 
oc' cintillations of a diamond, amid a pageantry of flowers that 
exuded their fragrance everywhere, amid the strain,c; of music 
that fell as gently on the tympanum of the ear as a snowdrop 
on a mountain peak. Why, the feast of Belshazzar was a barn 
dnnce compared with that dinner. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BARKLEY. Does my colleague intimate that the Sec
retary of the Interior invited no farmers to attend that dinner? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Oh, he ltad some of the Ned McLean's 
fiumer type there, and just suppose if a vote on this McNary
Haugen bill had been taken at that banquet, including the 
President of the United States, how many votes do you sup
po ·e it would have gotten? Yet the pathetic thing about it 
is that 60 per cent of all the wealth that those people there 
pos:ess was made pos ible by the discriminatory legislation in 
the way of tariff and railroad rates and other discriminatory 
laws on the statute books of the United States, that 60 per 
cent being contributed by the consumers, including these 
30,000,000 farmers of the United States. [Applause.] 

In favor of the 1\IcNary-Haugen bill-no. Why? It is 
"economically unsound." Everything you bring here for the 
benefit of the farmer is " economically un onnd." The distin
guished farmer from Kansas said it was economically un
sound, and the distinguished gentleman from Louisiana, he 
says it is not only economically unsound-while not in the 
same stentolian tones of the gentleman from Kansas, but in 
a finer key, he says also that it is communistic. 

l\lr. AS'\-VELL. 'Viii the gentleman yield ; he referred to me? 
l\Ir. KINCHELOE. I will yield to his excellency. 
Mr. ASWELL. I would like to ask the gentleman from 

Kentucky, on the roll call of the Committee on Agriculture in 
voting out this bill how did the gentleman \Ote? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I voted against reporting it. That is 
my answer. 

Mr. ASWELL. But I have not finished. Will the gentleman 
vote for thi. Haugen bill as it now stand without amendment? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I will. I will answer the gentleman. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. ASWELL. Will--
:\Ir. KINCHELOE. I have an wered the gentleman's question 

and I trust he will not take up my time. I will say, gentlemen, 
at the last session of Congress when the "triplets" were re
ported out of the committee over my protest and at the gentle
man's solicitation--

Mr. A SWELL. That is not true; I ronde no protest. 
Mr. KINCHELOE. The gentleman mildly acquiesced. 

Tile CHAIRMA.&.~. The gentleman has consumed 30 minutes. 
1\Ir. KINCHELOE. I will yield myself· 15 additional minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for 15 min-

utes. 
Mr. KINCHELOE. I followed the gentleman. I made a 

speech here in my humble way and said I would vote for his 
bi.!J, and they went . before the Rules Committee and got a 
tr1ple rule-Damon and Pythias, the gentleman from Kansas 
and the gentleman from Louisiana ; and after they got the rule 
and both of them offered their bills as substitutes in the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union wbv 
bless the Lord, they left me high and dry and withdre,; the~ 
without getting to a yote. Gentlemen, these distinguished 
guests around the banquet Tuesday night-they could have 
taken one white chip off their financial stack in a collection 
and raised enough revenue to produce a revolving fund to put 
the agriculture of America on its feet. But they say it is eco
nomically unsound. Gentlemen, it may be unsound ; I .do not 
know; but the Capitol Hill to-day is being shelled with propa
ganda from big bu iness organizations everywhere saying that 
it is economically unsound. If you are going to help the farmer 
now, you can do it by passing this bill, for it is the only one 
that has a chance. Who is against this bill? The United 
States Chamber of Commerce shelling Capitol Hill, the Pre i
dent bringing all the pressure to bear on you gentlemen on 
that side-Republican-against the bill. 

Cotton exchanges are against the bill. Big millers are against 
the bill. Packers are against the bill, and, notwithstanding the 
statement of the gentleman from Kansas and the gentleman 
from Louisiana yesterday, the packers are against the bill. I 
am going to refer to that in a later speech, and I shall prove 
by good authority how they stand on this bill. The big in
terests are against the bill. Who is in favor of the bill? 
Every farm organization in the United States is for tile bill. 
What are we going to do? Do you not believe these farm 
o1·gan~ations have discussed this bill at every crossroads in 
the United States? They know what they are talking about. 
They know what they want; l.mt if it is not going to help the 
farmer, if it is not going to help to raise him up to here [illus
trating], I tell you that banquet would ne\er have been held 
the other night. This hill would not have been shelled, at both 
ends of the Capitol, except by big business. Now, I nm not 
discussing the merits or the demerits of any other bill. but I 
know and you know that the only bill that has got a chnnce of 
becoming a law at this ses ion of Congress is the McNary
Haugen bill. [Applause.] 

The gentleman from Kan as [Mr. TINCHER], of course, i. the 
spokesman of the President. The gentleman from Kansa: and 
the gentleman from Louisiana [l\Ir. AsWELL] in the last se:-:siou 
quit both their bills and never gave anybody a chance to \ote 
on them. But if the gentleman from Kansas can get enough 
divi. ion between the Crisp bill and the Aswell bill and a ma
jority not voting for the Haugen bill he will have accomlllished 
his purpose. I do not blame him. While the gentlemall from 
Louisiana is not intentionally doing so, ~t he is nevertheless 
contributing to a repetition of that situation. 

The Washington rost says no Senator could be mif.ll('d into 
thinking that the P1·esident favors the Haugen bill. He does 
not. If passed, he will veto it. And we were assured hy the 
gentleman from Kunsas yesterday that this bill would never 
become a law. I do not know how you feel about it. The vote 
is going finally to come, gentlemen, in the next few da~-;-; upou 
the final passage of this McNary-Haugen bill. 

My tobacco farmer" and the tobacco farmers of other States 
have changed position on this question because they have 
gone as far as they can. They say that the cooperatives and 
ma1·keting associations have carried this load as long as they 
can carry it. They held the price of tobacco, but lasl year, 
when the Dark Tobacco Af'l. ociation released its members, 
the price went down, and it is down now. 

~his board does not have the power to buy a {lollar's worth 
of this basic product. lt is no price fixing bill. It is ~imply 
a stabilization bill to take care of the surplus. Are you going 
to say to the farmers of this country that they can not rai;oe a 
surplus? If you do not continue to raise a Surplus of wheat 
in this Nation, the wheat-consuming public of the other nations 
of the world will get theii' wheat from omewhere el. ·e. If 
you do not continue to raise a surplus of cotton in this Nation, 
the cotton-consuming nations of the world will get their cotton 
somewhere else. If you can not continue to raise a surplus of 
tobacco in this Nation, the consumers of tobacco of other 
nations of the world will get it somewhere else, notwithstanu
ing it is called a " food product." Gentlemen, I never heard 
of it being called "a food product" in my life until it wns HO 
called by the gentleman from Kansas yesterday, and the only 
moment when I have been led tQ think it might be "n food 
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product" is when I see the gentleman from Kansas masticat
ing and emasculating a great big quid of it, or paralyzing a 
cigar. [Laughter.] 

The only purpose of this bill is to take care of the surplus. 
The political economists of this Nation, many of them, have 
told me-and I believe it is true-that there is no domestiG 
commodity now in this bill where, over a period of five years, 
there is either a domestic surplus or a world-wide surplus. 
If that is true, and you put on the equalization fee here, and 
every man bears his share of the burden and the load, it will 
yield a sufficient revenue to carry this surplus over a series 
of years. 

I say to you cotton people that I do not know anything about 
the details of cotton, 'Qut I believe, as firmly as I stand here, 
that if the news could go out to this Nation to-morrow to the 
effect that this bill, with cotton in it as a basic commodity, 
should become a law, cotton would go up 8 or· lo cents a pound 
overnight. [Applause.] I believe if it were to go out to the 
country that tobacco is a basic commodity in this bill and this 
bill f;hould become a law it would solve the problem of the 
tobacco producers. But, gentlemen, you must have some money 
to do it. A revolving fund of $250,000,000 is in this bill, the 
same as in the other bill. This bill starts with as much capital 
as the other two bills. Tobacco is taken care of in the bill intro
duced by the gentleman from Louisiana [1\Ir. AS WELL], and also, 
along with all other commodities, in the bill introduced by the 
gentleman from Georgia [1\fr. CRISP]. But I am talking particu
larly about a bill that will produce capital enough to do the 
work; if not, it will be a failure. 

We raise in this country from 200,000,000 to 250,000,000 bushels 
surplus of wheat practically every year. We raise altogether in 
thi~ country annually from 750,000,000 to 800,000,000 bushels of 
wheat. The American people consume only 600,000,000 bushels. 
It would take all the capital in this revolving fund in the bill 
of the gentleman from Georgia and in the bill of the gentleman 
from Louisiana to take care of wheat alone. It would take 
more than that to take care of the surplus tobacco in one year. 
It would take more than that to take care of the surplus cotton 
of this country. 

Gentlemen, pas · any kind of legislation like this you want to, 
but let us go into it with a bill that is going to provide suf
ficient money, so that we can hold this surplus and say to the 
Tobacco Tru ·t and the trade gamblers in wheat and cotton that 
we are not only going to take this surplus off the market and 
feed it by orderly process into the markets of the world, but we 
are going to have enough capital, and we are going to feed it in 
our own good time and in our own good way. And that is all 
we ask in this bill. 

Gentlemen, all that these 30,000,000 people on the f~rms are 
ash-ing for is to provide and take care of the surplus in an 
orrlerly way and hold lt over. They want a decent domestic 
price. They are entitled to that. Will the McNary-Haugen bill 
do it? I do not know ; but I do believe that if there is any bill 
here that will do it, it will. [Applause.] And the American 
farmers have said they want it. 

They talk about a few fellows here like Peek. I have not 
seen Peek in a year nnd a half, but I do know that the patri
otic representati"res of American farm organizations all over 
this counti·y say, "We want it," and the tobacco people say, 
"We want it, and we want an equalization fee on it, and we 
want to start paying that equalization fee as soon as an operat
ing period is declared." And I want every commodity to pay 
this equalization fee and pay it then. 

The gentl~man from Louisiana [Mr. AswELL] said, with all 
the complacency in the world, that aside from the 56 offices 
created by this McNary-Haugen bill, there will be 50,000 new 
oflkes created under it. Where he got that idea I do not know. 

I do not know how many there will be, but under this bill 
they are going to put in the discretion of this board the power 
to levy an equalization fee either on transportation, on process
ing, or on sale, and when you give this board that power do 
~·ou not think they are going to administer this law as cheaply 
as they can? \ 

Now, gentlemen may differ with the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. DICKINSON] on the question of putting the equalization 
fee on Canadian ·wheat by putting it on transportation. How
ever, I do not think there is any doubt in the world but what 
this board, under the powe:.; given it in this bill to put the 
equalization fee on transportation, on processing, or on sale, 
as they please, will have the power to do that. The gentleman 
from Kansas talked about the delegation of the power of Con
gress to this board. Did we not delegate it to the President of 
the United States under the flexible tariff provision of the 
Fordney-McCumber tariff law? 

Did we not delegate it to the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion when we ga'e them the power to fix freight rates? We 
have delegated it everywhere. And I will go a step further 
than the gentleman from Iowa. If an American representative 
of wheat is in Europe or an American representative of tobacco 
is in Europe and he makes a sale over there and that sale is 
consummated there, I believe that under this bill this board 
has the power to put the equalization fee on its transportation 
before it ever gets to the seaboard. That was thoroughly dis
cussed in this tobacco meeting, the question of whether this 
proposition was sound or not, and there were some very good 
lawyers there, too. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ken
tucky has again expired. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself an addi
tional five minutes. Gentlemen, in conclusion, I want to appeal 
to you who represent agricultural districts. Do not fool your
selves. You are going to continue to be shelled and this Capi
tol Hill is being shelled this morning more than ever since I 
have been here by big business everywhere. But I want to 
see the farmers of this country go together. I want to see this 
equalization fee operative at once: that is, I want to see it 
made available so that the farmers producing a specific com
modity can say, "We want to participate in the benefits of 
this bill if there are any in it," but when they do that I want 
every commodity to pay the equalization fee at once. They 
talk about the need of 50,000 Government employees to enforce 
the bill, but when you give that board the power to put the 
equalization fee on transportation, on the processing or on the 
sale you can collect that equalization fee with a very few 
Federal officers in addition to the officers of the Government 
we already have. 

Gentlemen, this is a question we are going to decide th~s 
coming week. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 
Mr. KETCHAM:. Referring to your own tobacco cooperatives, 

will the gentleman take the time to tell the committee the 
reason why your tobacco cooperatives broke down? 

l\Ir. KINCHELOE. I will say to the gentleman because 
there was not a big enough per cent in it. The only ones who 
had the load to hold and the ones who had to wait for their 
money were the members of the association. They were the 
only parties in it. They held this surplus and they are holding 
it now; they held it and are still holding it, and the only ones 
who are penalized are the 'ones who go in because they do not 
get all the money down. If every grower of tobacco were in 
the cooperative it would be a success. 

Mr. KETCHAM. This will do it, will it not? 
1\fr. KINCHELOE. This will do it. As I say, I do not know 

whether the equalization fee is constitutional or not; I do not 
know whether it is going to be popular or not, but if the 
equalization fee has one virtue I will tell you wha~ virtue it 
is and that is it will curtail overproduction more than anything 
that is contained in any of these other bills. [Applause.] Why, 
take tobacco. You have seven great tobacco farmers represent
ing each type of tobacco, as my amendment will provide. You 
will have seven men chosen by the tobacco farmers. You will 
have them as intermediaries between the growers and the board. 

They can say to them, " When you come in you are all go
ing to pay an equalization fee," and they can tell from statis
tics and from making a survey just what conditions are, and 
they can say to. them, " Do not grow over so much tobacco." 
They can tell them not to plant more than so many acres, 
because if they do it is going to decrease the price by in
creasing the equalization fee. They will tell them that if they 
do that in any one year tb,ey will be penalized the next year. 
Their Representatives will tell them that, and, in my judgment, 
the only thing contained in any of these bills which will act as 
a deterrent in regard to overproduction is the equalization fee. 

They say they ought to diversify. As I say, they do diversify 
in my district. My district raises everything except tropical 
fruits. What is the farmer going to do under the present 
arrangement and where he appears on this chart? If he quits 
tobacco and goes to raising wheat, he goes in competition with 
the bankrupt wheat growers. If he goes to raising more corn, 
he goes in competition with the bankrupt corn men ; if he goes 
to raising more swine-although it is true swine brought a 
good price this year because of the scarcity of hogs-he goes 
into competition with swine raisers somewhere else. 

These cooperatives and these other organizations have car
ried the load as long as they can. They ask Congress to give 
them a revolving fund which is no greater than the revolving 
funds provided for in these other bills. They ask Congre!'s 
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to let them try it and finance it themselves, and then if it is On the details of the Haugen bill, I am going to beg leave 
a failure they will quit; but so far as I am concerned, gentle- to refer the Members of the House to the minority report on 
men, representing a diversified agricultural district, by my vote the bill. We believe that in that statement of our views we 
I am going to give the farmers an opportunity to try this out have sufficiently pointed out that the legislation is open to 
and · see whether it will succeed. (Applause.] practically every one of the attacks which caused this House 

l\Ir. ASWELL. 1\Ir. Chairman, I yield myself seven minutes. last spring to vote overwhelmingly against its })as::;age. We 
[Applause.] believe we have in addition shown that the bill this year con· 

1\Ir. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, for three long tains additional and serious defects. 
years the gentleman from Kentucky [1\Ir. KINCHELOE] and I We have charged in the report that this bill contains at 
have worked shoulder to shoulder in the committee, in the least the following defects, as to no one of which has there 
House, and in the conferences in opposition to the Haugen been an answer to date upon the floor of this House: 
bill. Three times he grew more excited and vicious on this We charge that it guarantees profits to packers and millers, 
floor against the Haugen bill than he was to-day in favor of it. but not to the farmer. 

· In e\ery hearing of the · committee he was offensive in his We charge that it would kill cooperative marketing organiza-
attacks upon the Haugen bill. I have the record showing that tions in the United States; that it is unworkable in uetail; 
when this Haugen bill was reported out of the Committee on that it is a price:-fixing me?-sure; that it will upset all of the 
Agriculture by a roll call. the gentleman from Kentucky made existing channels of trade, so that when, as eventually it must, 
it noticeable that he voted " no." The gentleman also voted it is abandoned because of its defects no channels will remain 
to substitute e\ery bill for the Haugen bill that was offered for operation. 
in the committee. We charge it will supply cheaper feed to foreign liYestock 

In my address yesterday I very carefully refrained from raisers to compete with the American raiser of live tock. We 
remotely referring to the gentleman from Kentucky because charge that if it works to increase prices as promise<l it is 
I understood his embarrassing situation, and I sympathize with certain to increase production; and, finally, we charge that the 
him and I like him. I am amazed that he would come here equalization fee plan is wrong in principle and in theory. 
this morning without any reason or excuse, misquote my Ian- I am going to reserve a little of my time for later in the 
guage of yesterday, and make an unwarranted and offensive debate in the event that in the interim any of the proponents 
attack on me when I have been his friend and have sympa- of this bill attempt to answer any of these objections. Neither 
thized with his embarrassing position at home. in last year's debate nor thus far in this debate has any Member 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman yield? on this floor attempted to answer one of the e propositions. 
Mr. AS\VELL. No. Three or four days ago we received a Therefore, I would request of the gentlemen supporting the bill, 

telegram, without personal signature, signed by the Dark who have four hours left on this side and an hour on that side 
Tobacco Association of Hopkinsville, Ky., and the gentleman, to spend some of that time in meeting some of the objections 
after all his noise and fights in the committee and in the that have been raised to this legislation. For example, can any
House against the Haugen bill, he collapsed, and now sacri- one deny that it promises the packers a profit at the expense 
fices his position in the committee and in the Congress by turn- of the farmers? 
ing turtle and taking to the tall timber. [Laughter.] I want to confine myself, if I may, to a discus ion of the real 

I once taught a Latin class. The sentence to be translated fundamentals of farm legislation. Tlll'ee times this House has 
from the Latin language to the English was the simple had before it a McNary-Haugen bill. Twice it ha defeated that 
sentence--" The spirit is willing but the flesh is weak." A boy bill. Still it is back here again for discussion. It seems to me 
in the class had not studied his lesson. He hesitated and then purposeless, in view of that fact, to deny that there is a sincere 
be took a shot at it and said, " The ghost is anxious, but the group of men in the United States who believe in it. To deny 
animal is feeble." [Laughter.] that these men have succeeded in persuading some of the farm-

During a.ll these years the gentleman from Kentucky, defend- ers that it is good is also purposele s. Indeed, sincerity almost 
ing constitutional government against Bolshevism, sovietism. approaches fanaticism in the minds of some of its advocates. 
and communism in America, had his ghost anxious to stand The McNary-Haugen bill has become in the minds of a large 
erect, the spirit was willing, but "When he gets a telegram number of people a symbol of hope, just as 16 to 1 was a symbol 
without a personal signature, but signed by the manager of a of hope 30 years ago; and just as 16 to 1 was removed from 
dark tobacco association now reported to be in the hands of a I their minds only by a demonstration to them that its funda
receiver, when this manager perhaps who had not discussed I mental theory and purpose was an error, so it seems to me here 
the matter with five tobacco growers, wired KINCHELOE, the in this House we must approach this question from its funda
animal grows feeble and the flesh grows weak. That is the mentals and not, as we have done in the past, by merely picking 
pathetic situation of the gentleman. out the details that were caused by the faulty fundamentals and 

:Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman now yield? could never be made workable. 
Mr. ASWELL. I will not. If the House will bear with me, I want to go into a brief 
Mr. KINCHELOE. I will say to the gentleman that this history of this type of legislation in the United States. In the 

tobacco association is not in the hands of a receiver and the first place, it is based on a real problem. If there were no 
gentleman ought to learn something about tobacco. problem, it could not have lasted in the public mind as it has. 

:Mr. ASWELL. It is so reported to me, but it does not make The American farmer is not in the financial and economic 
any difference about that. The gentleman knows that this condition that he wants to be nor in the condition that he rea
little telegram frightened him, sent him to the woods. [Laugh- sonably ought to be. He has not quite reached the point, but 
ter and applause.] he is afraid that he is going to lose his ancient relative position 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 45 minutes to the in the economic scale--somewhere between the capitalist and 
gentleman from New Jersey, a me_mber of the committee, Mr. the laborer since he combined the ownership of property with 
FonT. I the labor of his hands. 

~Ir. PURNELL. 1\lr. Chairman, before the gentleman from What is the cause of it? Overproduction. When I say over-
New Jersey proceeds, may I inquire about the time? production I do not mean a definite figure in bushels of wheat 

The CHAIRMAN (1\fr. LEAVITT). The gentleman from Iowa I or a definite figure in bales of cotton, but I mean a production 
[l\Ir. HAuGEN] has 3 hours and 13 minutes remaining; the gen- . too great to be able to be sold at a profit. That is the definition 
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. AswELL] has 1 hour and 5 minutes I of surplus given by the eminent gentleman from New York [Mr. 
remaining; the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TINCHER] has JACOBSTEIN] before our committee, and for the purposes of such 
1 hour and 58 minutes remaining; and the gentleman from discussions it is the definition we must use. 
Kentucky [Mr. KINCHELOE] has 50 minutes remaining. The American farmer has been producing too much to sell 

1\lr. FORT. M1·. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, at a profit. One year, 1924, he produced too many hogs and 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. UNDERHILL] the other too many potatoes. In 1925 he produced too much corn. In 
day told me a story which seems applicable to the position 1926 he produced too much cotton and too many apples--and 
of the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. KINCHELOE] as just out- I have found since the minority report was filed too much 
lined by the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. AsWELL]. He rice. · 
said that there was a colored man arrested down South for What is the cause of overproduction? Well, the overproduc
deserting his wife, a.nd when he appeared before the judge tion started in the United States before the war, but we did 
and asked what the charge was, the judge said, " Desertion. not realize it. It started, probably, when we began to use 
Are you guilty or not guilty?" The colored man said, "Deser- machinery extensively on the farm. The adoption of machin
tion? Jedge, has you seen my wife?" The judge said, "Yes," ery required fewer hands. We added to it by our policies of 
and the colored man replied, "Well, then, jedge, don't you reclamation and irrigation. Then the rest of the world took 
lmow I ain't no deserter; I'se a refugee." [Laughter.] And a hand, and particulal."ly since we have restricted immigra
the gentleman from Kentucky has joined the rest of the refu- tion, so that emigration from Europe must flow elsewhere, there 
gees on the Haugen bill. bas been a tremendous opening of new land to production in 
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Australia, Canada, and the Argentine, and, of course, virgin soil 
and cheap labor can produce cheaper than we. · 

Then came the war, and we speeded up everything in the 
United States to force production as a war measure. We did 
that whether it was farming or manufacturing, whether it was 
transportation or what you please--everywhere we could get an 
additional ounce of production of any kind we went out and got 
it. Consequently we opened millions of additional acres of 
land in this Nation to production. We are not through with 
the demobilization of agricultUl'e yet. 

After the war we found that every nation in Europe, every 
nation of the world, started to increase its domestic production. 
All of our foreign customers started to increase their produc
tion at home as a safety guard for future war, if for no other 
reason. Our markets were reduced by the efforts of our old 
customers, and consequently overproduction became greater by 
the reduction of the demand. And, finally, and most important 
in the whole picture, most immediate in its effects, high prices 
brought excess production. Under the stimulus of war we are 
now told that the wheat price was fixed low. It was fixed at 
over $2, and why? To get more wheat, to induce the American 
farmer to plow up his barnyards, because as a war measure we 
needed every pound of wheat that American soil could produce. 

The high price of rice in 1024 and 1925, is why rice this year 
is a basic commodity under the Haugen bill. When the price 
rose from $1.10 in 1923 to $1.54 in 1925, the acreage in 1926 in
creased nearly 20 per cent. Now, we have a surplus and rice 
~ called a basic commodity. Wherever you touch the price 
with an artificial enhancement--or even with a natural enhance
ment that goes beyond the bounds of ordinary expectation of 
the farmer-you increase the acreage planted. 

So, when this overproduction arose from all these causes and 
brought low prices with it, we were faced with the need of 
finding a remedy for the bad economic condition in which the 
farmer found himself. There was a remedy at hand of which 
neither then nor now does anyone advocate the application in 
the United States of America-and that is compulsory decrease 
of production. You are not in favor of it, I am not in favor 
of it; but that would solve the problem. Instead of a direct 
curb upon production, men who have searched for a cure have 
produced the Haugen bill. 

What is the real principle underlying the Haugen bill type 
of projected legislation? I will tell you what I think it is and 
how I think it all originated. Some man who was thinking of 
a cure heard somebody say that the manufacturer dumped his 
surplus abroad-that thanks to the aid of the tariff wall for 
his domestic market, he dumped his surplus abroad. Having 
heard that, he said, "Well, if the manufacturer can get rich 
while dumping this surplus abroad, why not the farmer?" And 
from that thought has come the Haugen bill in all its different 
phases. 

Does the manufacturer dump overproduction abroad? Some
times ; yes. The industry as a whole, never; the individual 
manufacturer, sometimes. If the International Harvester Co. 
has a 1926-model harvesting machine and it makes an im
provement in 1927, it sells the improved model at home, and to 
avoid competition between the two models sells the old model 
abroad for what it can get. So do the motor-car people. 
Occasionally an individual manufacturer in some staple line 
finding himself overstocked, dumps the overstock lest it become 
out of fashion. But it is always the individual who does it, 
and never the trade as a whole. And there, in that distinction, 
is the point that has been overlooked by the proponents of this 
type of legislation. They have attempted to apply to the agri
cultural industry as a whole the rule that in manufacturing 
industry applies to the individual only. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. Not at this point. I shall yield in a ver·y few 

minutes. What el e does the manufacturer do when he dumps? 
He stops producing what he dumps. He does not go on produc
ing the same model at the present time that he can not sell in 
this country and has to sell abroad at a loss, nor continue his 
production in the same quantities. He stops producing. If he 
is in a general line like steel, he shuts down some furnaces 
until his demand catches up with his capacity. 

1\Ir. DOWELL. .The gentleman is advising the farmer to 
quit the farm? 

1\Ir. FORT. I do not yield at this time. I shall come to that. 
!Jet us put ourselves, for a picture of this situation which 

thP.y are endeavoring to apply to agriculture, at one of Judge 
Gary's luncheons, which are supposed to fix the policy and 
prices in the steel industry. Let us suppose they reach this 
condition. We have a total steel-manufacturing capacity of 
60,000,000 tons. We are making 50,000,000 tons, which we can 
sell at home at a profit behind the tariff wall. Let us suppose 
that some manufacturer who is not dQing ve!:Y well gets up in 

that meeting and says, "Gentlemen, the world can produc-e 
steel more cheaply than we can; therefore the market for steel 
outside of the United States is lower than the market at home. 
We are already producing 50,000,000 tons, and we get the full 
benefit of the tariff up to 50,000,000 tons of s teel. 'Ve can sell 
it at home behind the tariff wall and get our full price plus the 
tariff, but would it not be nice if we would all get busy and 
make 60,000,000 tons and then agree that we will not sell steel 
at home at less than our profitable price, plus the tariff, and 
then take the other 10,000,000 tons and sell it abroad at a loss." 
I can imagine what Judge Gary would say to that sort of a 
proposition. He would say, "If we can sell 50,000,000 tons at 
a profit and get the full benefit of the tariff, what is the sense 
of our making 10,000,000 more tons and taking a loss to be 
subtracted from the profit on the 50,000,000 tons." I think 
that is what he would say. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. Not now. 
Do you think he would say that he thought it was a great 

scheme, and suggest that they pool all of their products so 
that those who are making a perfectly satisfactory income may 
help carry those who are not; so that those whom the present 
price compensates for the cost of producing the product may 
contribute to a pool to carry those who can not make steel as 
cheaply? Do you suppose that the man who is making a fine 
tool steel will come in on the pool and pay a fee in o1·der that 
he may take care of the fellow who is making an inferior 
grade of general steel for which there is no market? Do you 
think that would happen at any business man's meeting? I 
think they would say, "Let us take some steps to limit pro
duction." There is no guarantee in the tariff principle to the 
steel man or to the farmer, except that the price will be main
tained so that cheaper production abroad can not get in here; 
simply to bar out the lower production cost material of the 
rest of the world. And just exactly as in wheat, if the steel 
manufacturers of America made twice as much steel as the 
American market could absorb, then they would haye to take 
their loss on it all because their competition in selling one 
against the other is going to lower the American price as well · 
as the world price. 

Now, my friends, the equalization-fee principle is in this leg
islation. And why? Because it is all done in anticipation of 
loss. And why is it in anticipation of loss? Because it is 
done to continue overproduction. There is no excuse on earth 
for this type of legislation unless it is designed and intended to 
encourage continued overproduction. If you wipe that out of 
the picture, if you reduce production to somewhere near the 
limit of demand, your board faces no loss, your farmer faces 
no loss, and, therefore, you need no equalization fee to pay 
losses with. The farmer sells his product on a protected mar
ket, and he has everything that the manufacturer under a 
protective tariff has. It is a proposal to try to coin losses into 
profits. It is a proposal to make the efficient producer carry 
the load for the inefficient, to make the Sea Island cotton 
grower of South Carolina, whose cotton always commands a 
premium on the world mark(>t, contribute his ratable share of 
a tax to maintain the price on the lowest grades of cotton 
grown in the South ; to make the producer of the high-protein 
wheat of the Northwest-which to-day sells above the world's 
price when the premium is added for the high-protein content
to make that producer pay to carry the soft wheat of the 
Northwest. Neither of those classes of farmers can gain one 
cent from this legislation, and I ask anyone who thinks they 
can to take the floor right now and prove it. 

Mr. BURTNESS. At this minute to prove it? 
Mr. FORT. Now or later. 
Mr. BURTNESS. I would be glad to establish it. 
Mr. FORT. All right. 
Mr. BURTNESS. Where? 
l\fr. FORT. Right here; go ahead. 
:Mr. BURTNESS. The gentleman is assuming--
1\Ir. FORT. If the gentleman is not going to go ahead, I will 

yield later. 
l\fr. BURTNESS. The gentleman knows he has caught me 

entirely unaware, without any figures, but I think I can collect 
my thoughts in half a minute. Of course, I assume he starts 
out upon the assumption that the figures submitted here the 
other day are correct, which is a false assumption. 

Mr. FORT. Does the gentleman as a matter of fact deny 
that high-protein wheat comes in over the tariff wall and that 
adding the premium for the high-protein content some domestic 
wheat sells above the tariff-wall price? 

Mr. BURTNESS. I do not deny that the tariff to-day is 
partly reflected in the price in the high-protein wheat in certain 
cases. I do not deny that at all. 
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Mr. FORT. Does the gentleman deny it sells at times above 

the tariff-wall price? 
Mr . .BURTNESS. Certainly. I deny such a thing would be 

impossible. Just as soon as wheat of a given quality would 
sell at Minneapolis for a figure above the world price by the 
amount of the tariff literally trainloads of wheat would be 
coming down from Manitoba Province into the Minneapolis and 
Duluth markets. That would of necessity be true whenever 
wheat sold at 50 or 60 cents more in those markets than at the 
Winnepeg market. I find the figures here. Let us take the 
situation in 1924, when there was more high-protein wheat of 
which we speak raised in the Northwest than was needed by 
the millers of the United States. Naturally when such is the 
case we arrive at an export basis in so far as price is concerned. 
I will give you a few figures. 

Mr. FORT. Excuse me. 
Mr. BURTNESS. The gentleman wants facts and I am 

trying to give them to him. 
Mr. FORT. No tables in this speech. 
Mr. BURTNESS. I assume the gentleman wants facts since 

I have accepted his proposition. 
:Mr. FORT. I want the facts. 
Mr. BURTNESS. Our wheat starts movement in Septem

ber, and--
.1\fr. FORT. Will the gentleman yield? [Laughter.] 
Mr. PURNELL. The gentleman from New Jersey yielded 

to the gentleman from North Dakota. 
1\lr. FORT. I am not yielding for a stump speech. 
Mr. BURT~T.ESS. It is the figures that speak for themselves. 
Mr. FORT. I asked a simple question that the gentleman 

has not answered. I refuse to yield further. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey refuses 

to yield. 
Mr. BURTNESS. I will meet the gentleman on that question. 
Mr. FORT. I asked a simple question, and the gentleman 

seems to be making a complicated answer. 
Mr. BURTNESS. You asked me to prove it, and will you not 

let me prove it? 
l\Ir. FORT. I refuse to yield further. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

yield to an inquiry relative to the effect on sea-island cotton? 
Mr. FORT. Yes. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. My impression is that there is very 

little sea-island cotton raised in this country and that it would 
not have much effect. 

Mr. FORT. No; that is not the question that I asked. I 
asked the gentleman whether, if the equalization fee proposal 
were applied-in the same way as I asked the gentleman from 
North Dakota whether, if the equalization fee were applied 
to the high-protein wheat-the sea-island cotton could gain 
any benefit in the price. The equivalent situation holds vir
tually for all the long-staple cotton, of which there is usually 
a small supply and a large demand, and for which there is 
always a good market. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. It has happened this past year that 
the yield of long-staple cotton has been better than for many 
years. I think there will be no effect as between the long staple 
and the short staple. 

1\Ir. FORT. I think if the gentleman will examine the statis
tics of cotton or of wheat, even the table that was attempted to 
be put in by the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. BURTNESS], 
he will find it to be true that the price of the high-protein wheat 
and the price of the long-staple cotton is controlled by factors 
entirely different from the factors controlling the lower grades 
of either commodity and that the levying of an equalization fee 
upon the higher grades can produce no benefit to them, even if 
it did produce benefit to the lower grades. It is a further fact 
that the lower grades are the ones which always go to make up 
the statistical surplus, whether it be in wheat or in cotton, and 
that therefore the proposal is one to raise the price of the lawer 
grades, which constitute the bulk of the statistical surplus, by 
levying-whether it be in tobacco, in cotton, in wheat, or any 
other product-an equalization fee which under the Haugen bill 
must run across the whole production. 

Now, that differs from ~Y other economic proposal that I 
have ever heard of in that it intends and expects to make the 
more efficient producer, the more careful producer, the m~ 
having the natural advantages of soil and climate, for which he 
bas paid an enhanced price in his land, carry the burden of the 
other man. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there for a question? 

Mr. FORT. No; I have already yielded to the gentleman. 
On tobacco, which we are told is to be put into this bill, 

there are some grades which are chie:fiy domestic. Under the 

bill they must pay their share of the tax for those other grades 
which are chie:fiy export. The high grades of tobacco which 
come in contact in .the market with Cuban tobacco must meet 
also the competition of the lower grades of tobacco that come 
into the market and must pay theh· equalization fee along with 
those lower grades to raise the price of those parts of the crop 
which may, as has been suggested, be a food product but are 
not fit 'to smoke. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield there for an inquiry? 

Mr. FORT. I yield. 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I would like to know-the bill 

is silent about it-what is the interpretation of the application 
of this equalization fee? Will it be in the power of the board 
to levy a different fee on different grades of different commodi
ties, or will it be a uniform fee? 

Mr. FORT. Under the terms of the bill it seems it must 
be a uniform fee on the whole commodity. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Without reference to the 
grade? 

Mr. FORT. Without reference to the grade or quality or 
type. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. Yes. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. Is that fact incontrovertible? There are 

some of us here who would like to get at some of the disputed 
features of the bill. 

Mr. FORT. I do not see any language in this bill that :ver
mits any other interpretation. 

The bill provides, in section 9 : 
The board shall from time to time determine and publish the amount 

for each unit of weight, measure, or value designated by it, to be 
collected upon such unit of such basic agricultural commodity during 
the operations in such commodity. Such amount is hereinafter re
ferred to as the "equalization fee." 

It then provides, in section 10 : 
Under such regulations as the board may prescribe there shall be 

paid, during operations in a basic agricultural commodity and in 
respect of each unit of such commodity, an "equalization fee." 

In other words, the board may adopt a basis of pounds or 
bushels or dollars ; but, having adopted any such unit, the same 
fee must be paid upon each such unit. No basis of distinction 
other than weight, measure, or value can be recognized. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. FORT. Yes. 
1\Ir. NEWTON of Minnesota. In the two previous debates 

on the bill it seems to have been beyond dispute that the fee 
would be the same, regardless of the question of grade. 

Mr. BURTNESS. The gentleman from Minnesota surely 
knows better than that. 

l\Ir. FORT. Mr. Chairman, I refuse to yield. 
Mr. BURTNESS. But does the gentleman contend-
Mr. FORT. I refuse to yield. 
Mr. DOWELL. There is not anything in the bill that per-

mits any such construction. · 
Mr. FORT. Mr. Chairman, is this dispute between other 

Members being taken out of my time? 
Mr. TINCHER. .Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FORT. Yes. 
Mr. TINCHER. If it is not all the same, and the same 

equalization fee on all the g~·ades, what possible meaning could 
the statement have carried-the statement made by the gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. DICKINSON] the other day, and he is more 
familiar with the subject than anybody else-that if the Crisp 
bill passed and this bill did not pass, if it did not apply to 
durum wheat, the farmers would have to raise some other kind 
of wheat? 

Mr. FORT. If gentlemen will permit me to resume-! find 
I have only five minutes left--

Mr. TINCHER. You can get more time. 
Mr. CRISP. What effect does the gentleman think the 

Haugen bill, if passed, would have on cotton? 
Mr. FORT. I want to refer to that. But on the point I 

have just been talking about the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
DroKINSON] in a debate at Chicago last summer claimed the 
equalization fee as the equivalent of the check-off system as 
applied to enforcing membership in labor unions. The only 
economic theory upon which the check off can be justified is 
that the inefficient must be carried along by the efficient, and 
the claim that it is a parallel for this legislation is an admis
sion that its purpose is the very thing I have said to you-that 
the real purpose of this bill is to carry on the less efficient pro~ 
ducer and to continu~ overproduction. 
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I want to prove tt to you by rice. Rice has never been port something over 150,000,000 pounds of pork. Well, let us 

thought of as a basic agrlculhual commodity until this year in say we are going to raise that a cent a pound although tile 
this bill, and we never had one witness before our committee chairman of the committee stated the other day it was figured 
to tell us why it was basic, not one. So I got out the statistics, on a raise of 5 cent'i. That is about a million and a half. Then 
and what did I find? I found that for the three years prior they raise 1,160,000 bales of cotton, or did in 1925, which, at $5 
to 1926 rice production was year after year almost identical a bale, means $8,000,000 for equalization fees. It is going to 
on an acreage, the maximum of which was 895,000 and the_ cost Georgia between the equalization fee and the increase in 
minimum 850,000, and that the crop gro·wn on that acreage was flour, the increase in pork, and the increase in corn a little bit 
salable at a price increa ·ing from $1.10 a bushel in 1923 to over $15,000,000. 
$1.54 in 1925. Then what happened? The $1.54 price was l\lr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 
attractive. One hundred and sixty thousand acres of marginal l\lr. FORT. Not just now, but if the gentleman ·will stay on 
lands were brought into production; the price went back to his feet I will yield a little bit later. 
$1.10; and now rice is conl'idered a basic commodity and is to In 1925-and those are the statistics I am using-Georgia 
get the protection of the Haugen bill. The price was main- got 19 cents a pound for its cotton, and on a big crop of 
tained and raised and the acreage was increased because of 1,160,000 bales it would have to get 22 cents a pound to pay 
that price; but now Congress must legislate. What for? Not the cost of this scheme; $15,000,000 will mean an increase 
becau e of the farmers who raised rice on 850,000 acres, a crop of $15 a bale on its cotton alone. Now, are you going to get 
that could command a good price, a profitable price-not be- 22 cents 3;, pound for cotton because of the passage of this bill? 
cau e of them, no, but becau!-le others stepped in and are over- If you are, you do not want it. The head of the biggest cotton 
producing on account of t he good price. Now we are asked to cooperative, I believe, in the South protested to me against the 
tax the men who used to raiRe on the 850,000 acres-and made Crisp bill because he said that bill would put the price of 
a profit-and all the newcomers in order to carry the bm·dens cotton to 15 cents, and he said, "We do not want it. We will 
of overproduction. And the proof of it is in the bill itself get too much production if it goes to 15 cents before this new 
when they put rice in as a basic commodity. crop is planted." 

1\lr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman yield? If 19-cent cotton produced an 18,000,000-bale crop, what will 
Mr. FORT. Yes. 22-cent cotton produce? And yet you have to get 3 cents a 
Mr. McSWAIN. I wish to ask if this is the gentleman's solu- pound more on your cotton in the State of Georgia to pay for 

tion-or. at least, one of the solutions the gentleman offers- its share of the Haugen bill. Does anyone believe it will raise 
for the farmer to limit his acreage? the price 3 cents ? 

l\lr. FORT. Not by law. In Alabama the imports of flour are only 1,900.000 barrels, but 
Mr. McSWAIN. Just appeal to each one of the 6,000,000 the corn imports are probably greater than in Georgia, and 

farmer s to let up a little bit? pork about the same. On the 1,356,000-bale crop of cotton in 
Mr. FORT. Yes; but not by law. 1925 the equalization fee would have been about $6,800,000 
l\lr. JACOB STEIN. Will the gentleman yield? even at the low figure of 1 cent a pound and it would have 
1\lr. FORT. Yes. taken, as in the case of Georgia, 'just about 3 cents a pound 
Mr. J ACOBSTEIN. I understand the gentleman does not increase of cotton to have paid the bill for the fee and the 

belieye in the equalization fee. I would like to ask the gentle- increased food costs. All of these figures, of course, only esti
man what is meant by the language in the Crisp bill which says mate a cent a pound increase in pork and the minimum 
that wherever a loss occurs it may be assessed against sue- equalization fee of a cent a pound on cotton. 
ceeding operations in any of the commodities concerned- Again I ask, Does anyone seriously believe that the Haugen 
assessed against whom? I refer to section 13, page 12. bill would increase the total price for cotton, of which 60 per 

1\Ir. FORT. The operations by the corporation. cent or more must be sold abroad, 3 cents a pound? If not, 
Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Tha:t means the loss shall be assessed the Alabama farmer is out of pocket on the deal. 

against the corporation? Now, take Florida. Florida raises the whole of 38,000 bales 
1\Ir. FORT. Against thE:> corporation absolutely, or else I cer- of cotton and they import 1,000,000 barrels of flour. If they 

tainly would not support the bill, and I have so read it at all did not import anything else, Florida in 1925 would have had 
times. to get cotton up over 30 cents before it was even. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New The-farmers are the men who buy these products. The farm-
Jersey has expired. ers have not studied the thing through. You have got to trans-

1\Ir. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 15 late the profit you expect to make on your cotton into paying 
additional minutes. the bill not only for the equalization fee itself but for the 

Mr. FORT. Now, gentlemen, I want to say something in increased cost of everything you buy to eat and wear. 
regard to cotton. In 1924, in the first McNary-Haugen bill, My friends, they use illustrations of plans which they say 
was cotton in? No. You were raising 12,000,000 or 13,000,000 have worked. They talk about rubber. What is that plan? 
bales-- A definite restriction on the export of rubber ; a provision 

Mr. AS WELL. Will the gentleman yield? that the producer must store on his farm and may not sell 
Mr. FORT. Yes. all his rubber without paying a heavy tax. They talk about 
1\Ir. AS,VELL. It was not in the :first McNary-Haugen bill the working of the coffee stabilization, and what is that? 

for the reason that a conference was held by the Members of Every pound of coffee goes into a government warehouse and 
the Hou e and the Senate to discuss whether they would permit comes out of that warehouse only in the order of the date at 
cotton to go in, and after discussing the question for three hours which it went in, and can not come out except with the gov
they unanimously voted to keep it out. ernment's consent, and the producer carries it until it comes 

1\lr. FULMER. Will the gentleman yield for a question out. -
right there ? What has Cuba done with respect to sugar? Cuba has said 

Mr. FORT. No; I am sorry, but I have only 15 minutes and to its producers, "Next year you can not produce over 60 
I have promised to yield to the gentleman from Iowa in a mo- per cent of this year's cane sugar, and if you do you can not 
ment. Cotton was not in in 1924 and there was no pressure to grind it." 
put it in, as the gentleman from Louisiana has just said. Then These are the schemes other nations have taken except one. 
what happened? You increased the aereage 6,000,000 acres in Australia had a great, big wool clip left over at the end of 
1925 and 4,000,000 acres more in 1926, and you rai ·ed your crop the war. ·what did they do'? The Government took it over 
to 16,000,000 bales in 1925 and to 18,000,000 bales in 1926. And at the then price and took five years feeding it out gradually 
now cotton is to go int6 the bill. ~J.1at for? To protect the into the world trade, and took care of the current production 
overproduction, to protect the increased acreage. It becomes a while they were doing it, and wound up last year with a profit 
basic commodity under the principle of the Haugen bill as soon on the entire operation. They made no effort to raise the price. 
as the production outstrips the world's demand. They assessed no fee against the woolgrower. They stabilized 

Now, what is cotton going to get under this bill? I have the world market by taking and storing the surplus and feed
taken a couple of sample State in the South. Here is Georgia. ing it into the market as the market would take it. 
Georgia imports about 2,400,000 barrels of flour a year. If this 1\lr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman again yield? 
bill works, that flour will cost about $2 a barrel more than it Mr. FORT. Yes. 
does now. That is $5,000,000 on flour. It imports at least Mr. l\lcSW AIN. In the light of that argument, which one of 
20,000,000 bushels of corn a year. There are no statistics on the three bills does the gentleman favor, because that is a 
that but there are 3-!-0,000 mules down there, there are a million very interesting point? 
and a quarter hogs, and there are oilier things there which re-~ l\1r. FORT. The Crisp bill. I am coming to it in a moment, 
quire at least 20,000,000 bushels more than are raised in if I may be permitted and if time serves. 
Georgia. That is $3,000,000, at 15 cents a bushel. They im- Mr. McSWAIN. I wanted to emphasize that. __ 

\ 
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Mr. FORT. Gentlemen, the distinction between all these 
pieces of legislation is this: Doctor AsWELL's bill is a better bill 
than the Haugen bill in most ways, but it proceeds also upon 
the theory of an export corporation. That is not what you are 
going to solve this problem with. If you can g ive it any help 
in the halls of legislation--short of the one you will not take, 
and that is a deliberate restriction of aCI·eag~if you are going 
to give it any help in any other way. you have got. to proceed to 
s tore and to stabilize the price ; and you can not start out to 
stabilize that price at too much of a profit to the producer. If 
you start to stabilize at anything that approaches a ·fixed price, 
whether you use as the measure of your profit the tariff or 
any other yardstick, you lose all control upon production; 
and if there be one fact in this situation which is undisputed, 
it is that our trouble comes from overproducr,~n. You can not 
do it. The rice figures prove it. The cotton figures prove it. 
The corn figures, in 1925, proved it. You can not stabilize price 
a t a profitable point and stabilize production simultaneously. 

.Any program that looks to th.e exaltation of price means 
trouble .. The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. McKEowN] has 
had the courage to introduce a bill, if we ha>e the courage to vote 
for it, that puts the equalization fee squarely on the extra pro
duction. If we are going to do that, all right; there is merit 
in such a proposal, but if we are not prepared to go there--and 
there is argument against it as well as me1it-if we are not pre
pared to go there, my friends, do not take the chance of going 
to the point of increasing price when we are now suffer:ng from 
an overproduction due to high prices. 

1\Ir. J"ACOBSTEIN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
1\Ir. FORT. Yes. 

-1\Ir. J"ACOBSTEIN. Does not the gentleman think it would 
be wise, then, for us to say that this ordf'rly marketing under 
any of the bills ought to set out with the purpose 1·ather of 
limiting the losses to agriculture than making it profitable? 

Mr. FORT. Exactly. The ·gentleman has put in a word the 
argument for the Crisp bill as I see it. The Crisp. bill pro
poses to put a curb upon speculation; to say to the bear trader, 
"You can not force the price of these great basic commodities 
of agriculture below the cost of production to the efficient pro
ducer," to the man whos~ production we need; not the marginal 
land man, not the man who can make a profit on wheat at $2 a 
bushel but can not at anything less ; not the man who can 
make a profit on cotton at 25 cents a pound but can not at any
thing less ; not to that man, no. That man had better use his 

. land for something else and not do an injury to every other 
producer of whMt or cotton by swelling the surplus. That is 
not what we are after. But for the man whose crop can be 
produced at a reasonable price, for the man who produces the 
grades and qualities that we want, for that man we will 
stabilize the market; we will say to the bear trader, "You can 
not force that price below the level of the cost of efficient 
production." 

Unwarranted price depression more often comes from panic 
than from economic causes. The planter with 10 bales of 
cotton sees the price at 15 cents. He knows· that is low and 
that if he holds on he will get a better price. Pel'haps he sells 
a bale or two to get needed cash, but holds the rest. The 
price, under bear pressure and scattering spot sales, goes to 
14, and he begins to worry; to 13 and he fears it may go to 
8 ; to 12, and all the world looks dark, and he sells. The bears 
cover; the trade and the speculators buy because they know 
that no necessity permanently sells below the cost of produc
tion. The price goes back above 15 cents-but the planter has 
no cotton then to sell. Of the loss, 100 per cent is borne by the 
American planter; of the profit, 60 per cent goes to the foreign 
consumer of American cotton. Then comes a year of short 
crop. The price mounts to 18 cents. Tbe planter hopes for 
20. It goes to 20 and be holds for 25 or 30. Perhaps it got-a 
there. Consumers begin wearing silk or wool, but, before the 
influence of their shift is felt, acreage has been increased and 
fertilizer purchased. Another big supply comes, but demand 
has slackened and another panicky depression follows. 

A device that produces 2 cents more per pound on an 
18,000,000-bale crop means one hundred and eighty million 
profit to the planter. If it holds down the plice 2 cents on 
an 8,000,000-bale crop, it costs him but eighty mUlion, and may 
prevent an acreage increase which would cost him much more 
the next year. 

A corporation adequately financed to purchase at or below 
production cost and to carry for a favorable market, will do 
all that mortal mind can devise for the cotton planter, and will 
make money on tbe operation to pa-y dividends to its stock-
holders. · · 

The Crisp bill proposes just this policy ; not for cotton alone 
but for all agriculture. It contains a clear d$-ition that an 
agl'icultural emergency !lJ,ay be found to exist wheneyer a sur-

plus exists or is threatened sufficie-ntly great to force the 1)rice 
below the cost of production to efficient producers. Efficie-nt 
producers are defined in a way to exclude those marginal pro
ducers who can produce profitably only when the commodity 
commands an abnormally high price. 

When these conditions exist and the board set up in the bill 
finds that the cooperative associations dealing in the commodity 
are organized well enough to speak for the producers anu intel
ligently enough to be able to direct the handling of the surplus 
the board may assist the coopei·atives in organizing a corpora
tion to deal in the commodity. To this corporation it may make 
advances for -working capital with which purchases may be 
made of the commodity in the market. The cotton or wheat 
purchased, however. is not then to be dumped in Europe but 
is to be stored and held for resale at a profit. 

The mere presence and existence of this corporation would 
prevent those excessive declines in the commodity markets 
which produce most of the dissatisfaction and much of the 
financial loss of the farmer. The trade would not and could 
not venture to let a great Go>ernment-financed corporation 
acquire great quantities of cotton or wheat to be held f or a 
profit. The trade buyer and the bear trader alike would hny 
in their needs at a point abo>e the one where they expe(·ted 
the cooperative corporation to begin to buy. Buying only at 01: 
below the cost of production in the event tha t it bad to buy at 
all, the cooperative corporation must eventually make a profit 
since no necessity of life sells for >ery long below its produc
tion co t. The hazard of the Government losing money under 
the Crisp bill program is very slight. The chance of the co
operative corporation making money is excellent. If it does, 
it must capitalize a pa1t of its profits and distribute the balance 
to the members of its stockholder cooperatives. 

In time, therefore, the corporation should become financed 
from its profits, need no further Government aid and the 
farmers of cotton and wheat and corn would own their own 
agency to manage their own business. 

The plan further contains an effective curb upon overprouuc
tion, both in the fact that it carries over purchased commodities 
for resal-e and in the further fact that it prohibits advances 
of Government money in two successive years if in the second 
year there is an increase of acreage over the planting which 
has produced a surplus in the first year. 

This bill I firmly beli~ve will do all for agricultm·e that· the 
Government can or should do. If it is adopted, it will prove 
the greatest forward step toward enabling the farmer to render 
his own ·business profitable that has yet been taken here or else
where. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman f1·om New Jer
sey has again expired. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minute. · to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. RoBSION]. 

:Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. MI·. Chairman, ladies, and gen
tlemen of the House. This is the third time within three years 
that a farm relief bill has come before us for consideration. I 
regard this as being the most important question before Con
gress and the' American Nation to--day. As I was brought up 
on a farm and have tried to keep in touch with the farmers and 
their problems ever since I left the farm, I approach this 
subject sympathetically and with a very strong desire to reach 
a conclusion that is sound economically and that will result in 
substantial relief to agriculture and a benefit to the Nation 
as a whole. 

AGRICULTURE THE GREATEST BASIC INDUSTRY 

I think we can all agree that agriculture is the greatest of 
all basic industries of the Nation. It is the great foundation 
source of the Nation's wealth and prosperity. In round num
bers there are 6,500,000 farmers. If to these you add their 
wives, children, and helpers it will give you a grand total of 
more than 30,000,000 of our population, engaged in and directly 
dependent upon this industry. There is about $65,000,000,000 
of capital invested in · agricultm·e, as compared with $44,000,-
000,000 invested in manufacturing industries. $7,500,000,000 
in mines and quarries, and $20,000,000,000 in railroads. You 
will observe that there is much more capital invested and 
many more persons engaged in agriculture than in any other 
industry. This industry pays out annually about $10,000,000,000 
for goods and services produced by others. It supplies the raw 
material upon which depends other industries giving employ
ment to over one-half of onr industrial workers. It supplies 
about one-eighth of the total tonnage of freight carried by our 
railroad systems. The farm produces nearly one-hal! of the 
value of our exports. Farms and farm property represent 
nearly one-fifth of our tangible national wealth. The farmer 
pays in taxes over $2,000,000,000 toward the expenses of city, 
county, State,, and Federal Governments. ·we must l:oot · to 
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the farmer for the food we eat and the clothing we wear. 
Our wealth comes from mother earth through the toil of the 
farmer. 

In view of all of these very important considerations, the 
Congress of the United States as well as every citizen in every 
walk of life even though not engaged himself in agriculture 
mu t feel deeply concerned in the welfare of the 30,000,000 or 
more engaged in and dependent upon this great baBic industry. 
Commerce, transportation, and other nonagricultural industries 
can not long continue prosperous if agriculture is prostrate. 
No nation can rise above its agriculture. The history of the 
nations of all the centuries teach us that the decline of their 
agricultme is the beginning of the decline of the nation. 

AGRICULTURE PROSTRATE, OTHER INDUSTRIES PROSPEROUS 

I wish briefly to point out the wiue difference in the condition 
of agriculture of our country and nonagricultural industries, 
and to call your attention to the wide difference in the earnings 
of capital invested in agriculture and the ''"ages received by the 
workers and the earnings of capital invested in other industries 
and the wage received by the workers. 

The average return on capital inve ted in agriculture is about 
2 per cent, while the return on capital invested in nonagri
cultural industries carefully managed runs all the way from 6 
per cent to more than 100 per cent. The average wage of those 
engaged on the railroads is $2,141 per year. The average wage 
of those engaged in the manufacturing industries is $1,572 per 
year. The average income of the farmers of America is $730 
per yeftr, and this $730 includes what he uses from the farm. 
You will observe that on an average he does not receive one
half as much for his work as the persons engaged in nonagri
cultural industries, and he does not receive one-third as much 
income on the capital invested, yet he puts in much longer 
hours and there is much more drudgery connected "ith his 
labor. 

I think the American consumer ought always to be willing 
to pay such prices for the commodities of auy carefully man
aged concern as will yield a fair retm·n on the investment and 
pay the workers engaged in that industry a good Ameri~n 
wage. I believe in a fair return and good wages in every m
dustry. I have voted for measures to help bring about good 
American wages in other industries and to make it possible 
for those industries to yield a fair return on the capital in
vested. I do not desire to pull down the workers or the invest
ment in other legitimate industries, but I am very anxious in
deed to do what I can to help bring the farmer and the workers 
in that industry up more on a parity with nonagricultural 
industries. 

FAR:UERS MAKING MORTGAGES, OTHElRS PIUXG UP BA~K ACCOU~TS 

In the year of 1920 the debts of the farmers of America were 
$3,500,000,000. In 1927 the debts of Americ-an farmers had 
grown to $12,450,000,000. Two million American farmers have 
lost their farms by foreclosure proceedings or are holding them 
through the leniency of their creditors. Since 1920 more than 
3,500,000 people have gone from the farm to the city. Nine per 
cent of the farmhouses to-day nre vacant. Since 1920 more 
thnn 3,000 banks have failed in agricultural States. In the 
Jast 15 years bankruptcy among the farn1ing people of the 
United States has . increa~ed .Qiore than 1,000 per cent. .The 
value of farm lands in America to-day i $4,000,000,000 less 
than 15 years ago, yet the manufacturing wealth of America 
for tl1e last 10-year period has increased over $9,000,000,000. 
The cost of production on the farm has increased more than 
100 per cent, while on the other hand, the wages of the workers 
on the railroads have increased since 1917 $1,763,365,874. •The 
deposits of banks on June 30, 1914, were $21,359,842,316, and 
on June 30. 1926, they were $54,056,377,000, or an increase of 
$32,696,53o,633. In the last 12 years our bank deposits have 
increa ·ed one and one-half times over all of our bank deposits 
from the signing of the Declaration of Independence up to the 
beginning of the World War'. This tremendous increase of 
bank deposits has been confined largely to the cities and indu&
trial centers. The United States Federal Trade Commission 
has e::1timated our national wealth at $373,000,000,000. 

THE REPUBLICAN PLATFORU IN 1924 DECLARED FOr. FAR~l RELrEF 

All thoughtful persons who have made a study of the farm 
problem know there is a real problem, know that the farmer 
is in distress, and know that this problem must be solved. 
President Coolidge, in his message to Congress, said : 

'l'he im1>ortant place which agriculture holds in the economic and 
social life of the Nation can not be overe.'3timated. The National 
Government 1s justified in putting forth every elfort to make the 
open country a detP-.mble place to live. No c~nditlon meets thls 

requirement which fails to supply a fair return on labor . expended 
and capital invested. 

The President declares that the National Government is 
justified in puttiiig forth every effort in order to enable the 
farmer to make a fair return on labor el.-pended and capital 
invested. This the farmer is not now receiving. 

The Republican Party, at its national convention held at 
Cleveland, Ohio, in 1924, solemnly declared : 

We recognize that agricultural activities are still struggling with 
adverse conditions that have brought deep distress. We pledge the 
party to take whatever steps are necessary to bring back the balanced 
conditions between agriculture, industry, and labor. 

The Republican Party, in that convention in 1924, recognized 
and acknowledged the distressed condition of agriculture and 
pledged the party to take whatever steps were necessary to 
place agriculture on a parity with industry and labor. 

Agl'iculture is in worse condition to-day than it was when 
that platform was written. It will soon be three years since 
that platform was adopted, and we have not yet given this 
relief pledged to agdculture. Our party was elected on that 
platform. I was elected to this House on that platform, and 
I wish to say to you, my colleagues, I feel honor bound to do 
what I can to help carry out the pledge in that platform. 

The Democratic Party in national convention in New York 
in 1924 made about the same declaration. Seventy-five per 
cent of the membership of the present House and Senate were 
elected on those platforms, and if we vote according to the 
platforms upon which we were elected we can and will pass a 
farm relief bill and redeem our pledges to the farmers and the 
people of the Nation. 

RAILROADS, STJ:EL MILLS, PACKERS, I!'LOUR MILLS PROSPEROUS 

Since we have had under consideration this farm relief bill 
the newspapers have been carrying the headlines that 20 repre
sentative railroad stocks showed a new high market price and 
the highest :figures in the history of railroad tran&.Portation. 
While the law limits the amount that these railroads can earn 
and disburse to the stockholders at not more than 5% per cent, 
it appears that in 1926 one great railroad earned net more than 
31 per cent; and other leading railroads earned 10, 12, 15, 18, 
and 20 pel' cent net, a.nd the stocks of these railroads in many 
cases have more than doubled in value in the last six years. 

· Thirty-seven of the great wheat-milling concerns of the Nation 
in a five-year period made a net profit of 200 per cent. This is 
an average net profit of 40 per cent. The United States Steel 
recently declared a stock dividend of 50 per cent. The Stand
ard Oil for a 10-year period made a net profit each year of 
more than 50 per cent. Henry Ford, the great automobile 
manufacturer, started a few years ago with a small capital, 
and he is reputed to-day to be worth more than two billions of 
dollars, and declined some years ago an offer of $1,000,000,000 
in cash for his holdings. I could go on and enumerate many, 
many other nonagricultural industries that have been and are 
now making enormous profits. 

For an 8-hour day many carpenters, painters, brick and 
stone masons, machinists, and other mechanics are earning 
from ten to forty dollars per day. I believe in high wages and 
fair returns on the investment, but I am calling your atten
tion to the wide difference between the returns and wages re
ceived by the farmer and the returns and wages received by 
those who are engaged in nonagricultural industries. This con
dition can not continue. If we can not lift up these 30,000,000 
of people engaged in agriculture, when they get into action 
they are going to pull some of the other folks down. 

FAB.M RELIEF BILL 

This is the third farm relief bill that has been considered by 
the House and Senate within a period of three years. One of 
these bills was considered and defeated in 1924, the other 1926. 
All three of them have been called the McNary-Haugen farm 
relief bill becauSe Senator McNARY, who introduced the J:>ill in 
the Senate, has been all of this time, and is now, the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture in the Senate, and Congressman 
HAUGE.~, of Iowa, who introduced these bills in the House, has 
been all the time, and is now, chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture in the House. These bills have taken the names 
of the chairmen of the Agricultural Committees of the Senate 
and th·e House. 

The bill of 1924 and the bill of 1926 and the bill of 1927 have 
differed in some respects. I spoke and voted for the 1\IcNary
Haugen bill in 1924. I spoke and voted against the McNary
Haugen bill that came up in 1926, because that bill carried a 
subsidy of $37o,OOO,OOO. This was a proposed bonus to be given 
to the farmers, and the sponsors of the bill at that time frankly 
admitted that this subsidy was put in the bill in order to secure 
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yote. for the bill. No one representing the farmers of the 1\a- act and other acts passed by Congress for the benefit of the 
tion had asked for a subsidy, anu, in fact, tile farm repre ·enta- raill'ouds and railroad workers. The banking business of the 
th·es wllo nvpeared before the Committee on A.griculttu-e :stated <:ountry has been :itabilized, protected, and &1;rengthen~ by the 
very po;·itively tllat the farmer·s did not del:iire a f{ift from the Federal reserve bank act passed by Congress. The working 
Govemment or anybody else. The ::;ubsidy pro-vision of the }Jill pevple engaged in nonagricultural industries have been g~·eatly 
of l!l2G greatly weakened it, and I think caused its defeat. benefited by the protective tariff anti by the strict anti-imm.igra
Furthet·more, in 1926 the Committee on Ag~'iculture could not tion laws passed by Congress, and I could ruune other groups 
a~ree on a hill. and industries that haYe been benefited by the acts of Congress, 

There were three bills before the CoiDlllittee on Agriculture but one great group has been neglected, and that is the farmers. 
anrl neitlH'r one of them could command a majority of the The !Jig interests and many of the big bankers who have been 
members of that colllillittee. .As the Committee on .Agriculture helped by Congress 8trongly oppose Congress giving this relief 
hnd studied this important (JUestion for .rears and had had to the farmers. The President has shown his deep interest in 
all the leading men of the Xation 'vho desir£'d to .-peak on this agriculture. S<.Jme ay he will approve this measure and other 
~ubject or offer :-;ugge tions before the collllllittee, it wa ~ Yery say he will veto it. I do not know what action he will take. I 
confusing for the Hou~:~c to try to agree ou one of these thrEW deem it m;y duty to suppox1; it. I shall follow the dictates of my 
bill:,;. and the result was they were all defeated. The farmers own conscience. 
nud farm or~anizatiom; them_·elves were very mu<.:h tlivided. IT wrLL nnrNG RELIEF 

The bill that i.- now before us ha' the support of all the furm I think most of us can agree that the reason agriculture has 
organization~ of the Xation except one. and that farm organi- been declining is because it is unorganized. Labor and non
zatioll is not against this bill, hut favors another plan. It agricultural indw tries are enjoying good wages and good 
htH'1 the ~nppot·t of the labor organizations of the country, and returns as the result of systematic organization. Many of 
it ha...,; the a<:tive ·upport of such leading statesmen, bu·ine.'!s those who now oppose this legislation urge that we leave it to 
mE"ll, farmer.', aud e<:onomists like GoYeruor Lowden, of Illinoil-5, the cooperative associati.oru; to solve the problem of the farmers, 
Vice Presi!lflnt DA..WES, .'cmator W .ATsox, of Indiana, aml many [ but these smne per·sons strongly opposed Congress passing the 
otbt•r lending business men and . tate. men of the country. The cooperative marketing act of 1922. The cooperative associa
Jegl~-:lntur£ls of many of the States have sh·ongl.v indorsed this tions or organizations are merely farm unions. I would be 
meaRnre of farm rellef. Tllis bill has the active :-;upport of perfeetly willing for the cooperative associations to handle 
many leaning Repuulicans of Petmsylvania, Ohio, West Vir- thh:l situation if they were able to do so. Time and experience 
ginia, California, Colorado, Minne~ota. and practkally all of have proved to us that they can not bring the relief to which 
111e Republican ::\!embers from Indianu, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, they are entitled. If a large percentage of the country could 
Xt•i.Jra8ka. ::\Iinuesota, aml of course llas tlle active ~u])port of be brought into cooperative associations then their united 
practically all the Memuers of mauy of the StR.tes of the efforts would afford them substantial relief. There are about 
:-suntb anr1 Southwe:;t. It ha a considerahl£' suppDrt in the 6.500,000 farmers covering practically every section of 48 
Ea:-:t, and in fact has a commanding majority both in the States. Because of the large number of them, widely scattered 
Hom-e and Renate. It is a. bill around which a majority of the over this great country with a diversity of products, location 
sentiment among the farmet·s and those who favor farm relief to markets, financial differences, and other conditions it is 
i~ centered, and if this bill can not be passed, no bill can be humanly impossible to bring them together in a completely 
va:-;sed. effective working organization. They can not in the very 

WHo Is oPPO:-iiNo FAR)! RELIEF? nature of things organize as the railroads, mines, and other 
It wus yery g1·atifying to me to ee the reprC'~entati>es of the groups of industrial owners, and workers. 

American labor organization:; appear before the Committee on The cooperative associations have accomplished much good,\ 
Agriculture and indorne this bill. They very wisely assert but those who are not in the cooperative associations are able 
1 but the American farmer is the best customer of industry, and to ·nullify the good work of those who are in the associations. 
the farmer can not buy the products of other indu~tries unle:::s In Kentucky we huve the Bul'ley and Dark Tobacco Coopera
he is prosperous. tive Associations. The territory ·producing burley tobacco is 

Who is against this bill? The great manufacturing interests very much limited. Some of the ablest and brightest minds in 
of the Ea~;t and the great cities: the big newspapers of the big the country have been handling these tobacco associations. 
cities; tlle United States Chamber of Commerce, representing '.rhey have accomplished a great deal of good for the tobacco 
tbe big uusiness of the country; the big Millers' Tru.'-~t, the g~·owers. There are three great tobacco concerns that buy 
Tobacco Trust; grain speculators; the big packers and cotton practicully all of our tobacco. 
combines; and many of the Members of the Hom;e and Senate, The cooperative associations have struggled to avoid over
repr~senting the big industrial und big city di. tricts. l\lany production. They haye boiTowed millions of dollar from the 
of these are -very anxious to ;;:ecure the farmer. ' products at Government to carry over the &'Urplus tobacco in the fat years 
tile . ·mallest price pos:':iule. The whole burden of their com- so that it may be orderly marketed UUI'ing the lean year,. 
plaint is that if this bill is pas ed it will increa. e the price of Those who pool their tobacco must usually wait until the to
farm products to the consumers. If it is nec·e.-sary to increase bacco can be sold to receive their pay. Along comes these 
the price to consumer in order to give the farmer a fair rate big tobacco interests and pick out the men who are not in the 
ou his investment and decent wage, every American in favor association and pay. to them the price or a little more than is 
of a square deal sllould be willing to this, but I am of the paid to the cooperatives, and pay it all to them when their 
opinion that more than likely it will not increase tile price to tobacco is delivered, and point out to these the advantages of 
the tOll ·umcr. The Tobacco Trust, the big pa<:kers, the Millers' not being in the cooperative associations. There are AO many 
Trm:t, the cotton combine, the grain ::;peculators, and others farmers and their families who · are driven by stern nece. ::-;ity 
make IJillions of dollars every year from the products of the to make the best bargain pol'=sib1e for themselves. Thm~e who 
farm in buying up the farmers' products when they are cheap are not in the pool do not feel any necessity to limit the 
and holding them for the high prices. This bill will enable the acreage. They put out as big a crop as pol"sible and get the 
farmer to hold hi.s sur11lus and will give him a fair price, and same price the cooperatives get, or perhaps more. The coop
the 6,500,000 farmers of the Kation will reap much of these erative are the men that horrow the money, take the sm1Jlns 
profits that the middlemen and flpeculators are now getting off the market, maintain the price, and suffer the losses. The 
without any adYance in price to the American consumer. The Cooperative Tobacco Association of Kentucky raised the pri e 
mo ·t of tho ·e who are fighting this bill have fought every farm from around 10 cents a pound up to 20 and 25 cent. a pounu. 
hill that the farmer wanted. They are not willing for the They have made a gallant fight for years to protect themselves 
farmer to have any bill that give him anything more than and their neighbors, but these great tobacco trusts have worn 
.. three cheers." I am .-upportiug this measure because I think them down year by year, and they find themselves now facing 
H will give relief to the farmer·, and the furmers want this disaster. Of cour. e, if all tbe tobacco growers would go into 
bill. the n socia tion and each one bear his lJart of the burden of 

coxGREss HAs HELPED OTHERs protecting the tobacco growers' interest, and each one receiYe 
Congress has pas ed F:e-veral bills to help the fnrmer, the Fed- his part of the 1·eward, there would be no necessity for this 

eral farm loan bank, the Federal land bank, the cooperative legislation. The tobacco growers and other farmers of Ken
marketing act, Federal aid for roads and the protective tariff tucky are in a bad way. Positive eddence was brougllt to 
on farm products. I think all of these measure.- h:we been us that the farm lands of Kentucky to-day will not bring 80 
helpful to the farmer, but the farmer needs other relief which per cent of their assessed value. Ther·e are thousands of acres 
I think Congress can gi-ve. There is much opposition in the of fine blue-grass land for which there was a ready market at 
indu trial section of the country to farm J'elief, yet their great $100 or mo1·e per acre before the World War that can be bought 
prosperity and success has been due to the protective tariff laws to-day for $50 per acre or less. 
passed by Congress. The railrouds and railroad workers are :Many good farmers are forced to borrow money to pay their 
yery prosperous. This was made possible by the transportation taxes. Tens of tbousands of good farms are under mortguge 
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and thousands of them are being sold to pay the mortgages. 
If this condition continues, in a few years the insurance and 
trust companies will own thousands and thousands of farms 
in Kentucky. If this bill is passed, each tobacco grower will 
contribute his part to protect that great industry from destruc
tion by these great tobacco trusts. Each one will share in the 
benefits and each one will carry his part of the burden. This 
1n substance will be a hundred per cent organization for the 
farmers, not only of tobacco, but of other commodities. The 
farmers can not organize and stick together, but this will en
able them to organize and stick together. This will prove very 
beneficial to all. If conditions prevail as they now are, in a 
short time there will be no cooperative associations to battle 
against the tobacco trusts and the tobacco growers as well as 
the corn, wheat, and other producers will find themselves 
in the condition they were in before there were any farm 
organizations. If a few farmers' cooperatives can bring them
~elve. substantial relief there is no doubt in my mind but what 
thi. bill will bring more relief to all the farmers. If the 
farmers do not hang together, they will hang separately. The 
farmers certainly can learn a ·lesson as to the benefits of 
organization from the working people and from tho e engaged 
in other industrie '. When the farmer sells his products he 
must deal with the organized packer, the organized miller, the 
organized tobacco trust, and others. When he buys the prod
ucts of others or secures money he must deal with the organ
ized banker. the organized mechanic, the organized manufac
turer, and others and the only hope for the farmer is to be 
organized himself, and this bill does for him' what he can not 
do m himself. 

SURPLUS A!ID ORDERLY MARKETING 

The menace to tile American farmer is overproduction or sur
plu::; crop~. We haYe our fat years and our lean years. When 
the ~upply is greater than the demand the market is glutted and 
the prices go tumbling. Farmers must be encouraged not to 
produce more than the market requires, and in the event there 
is a bumper crop the surplus mmt be taken care of in some 
way until there is a demand; and I might say here that, tak
ing a five-year period, there is no surplus either in the United 
States or in the world. The lean years will absorb the surplus 
of the fat years. Under present conditions when there is a 
big crop, prices are low; but the farmer, because of his poverty 
and to meet his obligations, is forced to dump his crop on the 
market even though he can not get the cost of production of 
that crop. The Tobacco Trusts buy up his tobacco at low prices, 
the grain gamblers take in his grain in the same way, the 
packers get his cattle and hogs, and handlers of poultry prod
ucts take his fowls and eggs, and they put these products that 
they buy at low prices in cold storage and keep them until there 
is a shortage, and they feed them to the market as the market 
can stand it at good prices, and it is these middlemen that get 
the profits. 

Now, if this bill becomes a law it will have a tendency to 
bring information to all the farmers and to discourage overpro
duction of any commodity, and in the event tllere is a surplus 
in any one year this bill carries a revolving or loan fund of 
$250,000,000 to help the farmers take the surplUB off the market 
and hold it until there is a demand for the product in the mar
ket, and when he can receive a fair price. 

There are so many elements that enter into the amount of 
production for any one year. Late freezes, early frosts, 
droughts, floods, and other atmospheric conditions, and pests 
have much to do with the amount of production for any one 
year. We haYe alway had our fat years and our lean years. 
This bill in operation will do for the farmers what they can not 
do for them elves. 

A REAL FARMERS' BILL 

You inquil:e who will administer this law and how. The 
United States is diYided into 12 Federal reserve bank districts. 
There i · a Federal re erve bank in each one of these 12 dis
tricts. The farm organizations and farmers of each Federal 
reserve bank district select four farmers and the Secretary of 
Agricultm·e elects one, and these five farm representatives 
submit three names to the President for appointment as a mem
ber to t.Qe Federal farm board. One member is appointed for 
each Federal reserve di 'trict, or 12 in all. 

Some of tho e who are opposed to this farm bill strongly 
oppose the election of the boa.I·d in tlrls manner. They think 
that the President ought to be free to select whomsoever he 
may de ire; but we must not forget that the farmers themselves 
are going to take care of any losses that might be sustained, 
and this board is going to deal with the product of the farm
er·. As the individual property belongs to the farmers and 
they propose to take ca1·e of their losses, if any, we think they 
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ought to have much to say in the selection of the men who are 
going to carry out the provisions of this law. 

Thic:> bill further provides that the producers of any commod
ity themselves select a council of seven membtrs, who are to 
advise with and assist with this Federal farm board. You will 
ob erve this will bring to the Federal farm board the require
ments and needs and knowledge of those engaged in every in
dustry. Now, you say, how is this going to operate to aid the 
farmers? 

$260,000,000 LOAN FL'ND AND EQ"GALIZA.TION FEE 

This bill covers corn, wheat, bogs, cotton, tobacco, etc. Let 
us take tobacco, for instance. Whenever seven members of 
this Federal farm board and seven members of the advisory 
council selected by the tobacco gTowers to represent them, and 
a substantial number of the organizations engaged in the pro
duction of tobacco, and at least 50 per cent of the tobac<;o pro
ducers agree that there is a surplu" or is about to be a sut·plus 
that will force the price -<>f tobacco down below a fair price, 
this Federal farm board may place in operation this law and 
u::;e . uch an amount of the $250,000,000 as may be necessary 
to take the surplus off the market and hold it for orderly 
marketing, and as this operation will control all the tobacco 
unsold, these big tobacco buyers must come to this organization 
to get their tobacco and they must pay a fair price. Tobacco 
trust will not be able to go around and pick up tobacco crops 
here and yonder and break the price. Now, in order to protect 
the Government for this loan, a small fee will be charged on 
each pound of tobacco. Some people say that the farmers 
would object to paying an equalization fee. Unless something 
is done for the farmers the day is not far distant when tobacco 
will sell for $10 a hundred or less, on the average. This ye:.tr 
tobacco is selling for $6 less on the hundred than last year and 
still going down. The farmers can w-ell afford to pay a small 
equalization fee if the price is kept up so that the farmer may 
receive a living price for his tobacco, or his corn, wheat, hogs, 
cotton, etc. The burden will not be great because all the farm
ers of each commodity will be standing together shoulder to 
shoulder and they will all receive the benefits. The railroad 
boys m·e receiving three times as much on the average for their 
work as the average farmer and his family receive, because the 
railroad boys have stood together. 

This equalization fee is required so as to guarantee the 
Government against loss on the loan, but if thi. matter is 
properly handled this equalization fee will be charged as part 
of the cost of production on the toba<."Co when it is sold and 
the equalization fee will be recovered back with additional 
benefits. 

The Burley Tobacco Cooperative AsRociation borrowed mil
lions of dollars from the Go\Ternment to take surplus off of 
the market and they had wonderful success in holding up the 
price and of course would have had much better success if 
all the tobacco growers had stood together. 

At any time after the Federal farm board has tnken over 
any commodity and placed it under the opemtion of this law, 
if the board, the advisory council, and producers of each com
modity feel that their particular commodity should be taken 
out from under the operation of the law they can so declare. 
In other words, the producers of a commodi~ do not have to 
go into this unless they want to, and they can get out of it 
at such time as they desire. } 

IT MAY NOT BE PJllRFECT 

Some of those representing the big business interests of the 
Nation and many of the great newspapers of the great cities 
and some Members of the House and Senate have pointed out 
what they regard as unworkable feature of this bill.· It may 
have some faults. This bill will directly affect something like 
30,000,000 of people and $65,000,000,000 of investment. 

This is a new field of legislation. There is no mind in 
America to-day comprehensive enough to pl'oduce a measure 
covering this situation perfectly. When Congress passed the 
Federal reserve act many distinguished men like Elihu Root, 
Senator BoRAH, Senator CuMMINS, Congressman BURTON, and 
others predicted dire results as those of them who are now living 
predict about this bill. 

While it was not perfect, and Congress has amended it many 
times since, it has proven to be one of the greatest blessings 
that has come to this country. We passed the transportation 
act iil 1920. Many predicted dire con ·equences. It was not 
perfect, and we were called upon to amend it in 1926 in a very 
important particular. The tariff act has been amended many 
times and in many w-ays. 'Ve have folmd it necessary to 
modify and amend our revenue laws in many respects. When 
we passed the Federal aid road act many g1·eat minds in tbis 
country claimed that it was revolutionary and predicted many 
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evils would follow, but while we have amended it in many 
respects it has proven a great blessing to the American people. 
Thi~ bill represents more nearly the composite judgment of 

the American farmers, the American farm organizations, many 
careful business men, and a majority of the House and Senate. 
The farmers are urging us to give them a chance, give their 
legislation a trial, and they are willing to protect the Govern
ment against loss, and as the Republican platform in 1924 
declared if it was intrusted with power it would give the 
farmers relief, I for one am willing to adopt this bill and gi>e 
the farmers a chance. If in its operation we find that there 
are defects, Congress can add to that which is good and cor
rect and strengthen the weak points. Agriculture must have 
relief. We must start somewhere and somehow. This appears 
to be a step in the right direction. The income tax law, which 
aid~ the Government now so much in revenues, required years 
to perfect it. The Departments of Agriculture, Labor, and 
Commerce, that were opposed by many, were not perfect, but 
we have strengthened them by many amendments suggested by 
experi€'nce. 

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 20 minutes 
against the time of the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
KI:>l"CHELOE]. 

l\lt·. Cllairman and gentlemen of the committee, I propose to 
accept in my time the challenge of the big boy from Kansas 
[M.r. TINCHER], who stated yesterday that he challenged any 
member of the Committee on Agriculture to stand before the 
Con"Tess and explain how cotton could be operated under this 
bill. [Apvlause.] I listened very clo ely to the gentleman from 
Kan. ·as yesterday for 45 minutes and was splendidly enter
tained. He reminded me of some of those trial lawyers down 
in the rural districts of South Carolina befoce a country jury, 
where they ha>e to use a lot of hot air and a good deal of bluff 
to win their cases. After con. idering his speech and reading 
it owr I was somewhat reminded of the outcome of some of 
tlle oil wells that the gentleman has been drilling in Kansas. 
After tlley were all drilled and they looked the situation over 
tbe:. found the wells contained more gas than oil. [Laughter 
and applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, a question was asked a while ago about the 
issning of cotton receipt~ to the producer when he would sell 
bil-l cotton. I shall take just a moment on that. Under the 
present bill they will issue to the producer a receipt at the 
first :-:ale of his cotton, but the only difference will be that the 
producer who sells to a commercial buyer will receive a receipt 
for his equalization fee and g.o his way rejoicing, never to par
ticipate in any profits thereafter ; or he can sell through the 
agency connected with the Federal farm board and receive his 
receipt, and the agency will hold the cotton off the market to 
be fed back into the market in an orderly way and at such 
time as it will demand a fair price. When they have closed 
the Olleration of this period in cotton, let it be six months or 
two years f-rom the date of the commencing of the operation, 
the produet>r selling through this agency will then participate 
in the profits made by the agency in the operation to the ex
tent of the number of bales sold to the agency. Now, this is not 
going to force any farmer into a cooperative association or to 
sell tllrough this agency, but it will be a splendid inducement 
when he goes to market his cotton to know that he can receive 
just as much for his cotton from tllis agency on the day that 
he is ready to sell as he could receive from the commercial 
bu.ver, and in selling through the agency be able to participate 
in a profit which the agency will certainly have because of 
buying at or below the cost of production, selling in an orderly 
manner, aud tllereby bringing about a higher price. There is 
not a man on the floor of this House who will tell me now that 
he i~ uot in favor of cooperative marketing. The Secretary 
of Agriculture--in fact, every department of the Government
believes that cooperative marketing would sol>e the problem, 
as far as cotton is concerned, if they could secure a member
ship of even 75 per cent of the farmers. It is a known fact 
that the Government, as well as a lru.'ge number of farmers, 
has tried in the past few years to build up cooperative market
ing in this country, with very little success except in one or 
two instances. The trouble has been that with a small number 
of producers in the a sociation and with a tremendous overhead 
the fellow on the outside receiving just as much benefit as the 
fellow on the inside, and in many instances because of receiving 
this benefit on the outside those producers would proceed to 
increa e acreage and production. Therefore, cooperative mar
keting is practically broken down in this country. 

Ever since I have been a Member of Congress the only 
scheme o:tfered to the farmer is a loan scheme. My good 
friends Mr. TINCHER and Mr. FoRT will tell you that to remedy 
the situation to-day we must lend the cooperative association 

money to hold the cotton off of the market. I want to tell 
you, my friends, that the farmers to-day have borrowed more 
money than they will ever be able to pay back. We had the 
opportunity in the last Congress to pass a farm relief bill, a 
much better bill tban we have even at this time, in some re
spects, but many Members from the South voted against this 
legiElation, believing, no doubt, that cotton would remain at 
20 or 22 cents a pound, but it did not. In the meantime, the 
people of the South were ble:::~ed with good seasons and they 
did not have the boll weevil. and, therefore, produced an 
18,000,000 bale cotton crop, the large!'lt in the history of the 
production of cotton. But, while they were blessed with this 
large crop, it has proved to be a curse to the fellow who 
produced it. 

The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Po ], and my good 
friend from Georgia [Mr. CRISP], and others, who stood here 
last year and said that the bill was economically un ·ound and 
uncon titutional, not even trying to do anything to amend the 
bill to make it workable, sound, and within the Constitution, 
were the Yery :first ones when cotton prices commenced to go 
down last fall, to wire the President of the "'Gnited State~; and 
even came to Washington and said to the President: 

For God's sake, Mr. President, call an e:xtra session of Congr~ss, 

or giv<> us a loan fund for our producers, a our people al'e going into 
bankruptcy because of tbls large cotton crop and the present price. 

The statement as to our people going into bankruptcy is 
absolutely true, Mr. Chairman. Every month I receive my 
home-county paper, and page after page is filled with adver
tisements of the sale of land, either to satisfy tax claiilli; or 
mortgage indebtedness. I call your attention to one pRrticular 
sale last Monday in my county-that of the home of an 
old couple of at least 75 years, sold at public outcry, not 
through any fault of their own, but because of the con<litions 
existing to-day, brought about by special legislation for special 
interests, and because we have not the machinery, the money, 
and the backing of the Government to. tn.ke care of the .litun.
tion that they have to face in the South to-day. 

I remember as a boy I used to visit this home. They had a 
splendid home and a splendid farm and seemed to be happy. 
This farm was deeded to these people some 50 years ago and 
they have passed through all of the trying panics of 1886 
and 1907, and the boll-weevil period and to-day, in their olu 
age, because of having to buy everything in a highly protected 
niarket and having to sell everything that they produce on 
the farm on a world's market, they are turned out in the 
cold, homeless and helpless. I say to you, my friends. that 
you, the representatives of the people of this great Republic, 
are responsible for the agricultural condition of this country 
to-day. Ninety per cent of the Members of this Congre~s are 
lawyers ; some of the best to be found in the country ; men 
of brains; and I want to say to you th..'lt, inasmuch as you 
are able to work out great pieces of constructive legi. lation 
in the interest of banking, the railroad interest , manufactur
ing interests, labor interests, and various other group , that 
are economically sound and that come within the Constitu
tion of the United States, you should be able to join in heartily 
in working out legislation for the interest of thirty millions of 
people scattered in the _wilderness of the United State unor
ganized and crying to-day for help. [Applause.] 

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. CRISP], and others, came 
up and said to the President, " Give us a comml::;sion and a 
loan fund," and the President did it. I believe that the Presi
dent saw the financial condition of the South as well as the 
political situation. He remembers that the South and the 
West last year came very nearly getting together and paf:sing 
farm-relief legislation, therefore, he immediately appointed a 
commission and this commission joined in with the bankers 
and it was said to the' press and the country th~t we have 
plenty of money and are now ready to make loans to farmer. 
on their cotton, so as to take this cotton off the market, 
thereby holding up the price. The President did just exactly 
what I thought he would do. He appointed l\Ir. Hoover bead 
of the Department of Commerce, and Mr. Meyer, who was 
at the head of the War Finance Corporation during the war, 
and Mr. Williams, head of the Federal Land Bank Board. 
Immediately, l\fr. Hoover, who represents big business and 
who seems to control and dictate largely the Republican ad
ministration, appealed to the manufacturing interests of New 
England and of the South and this appeal was heard in for
eign countries, urging the manufacturing interests to buy up 
all the cotton that they could buy at these prices, same be
ing below the cost of_ production, stating that-
Never ag!l.in will you have an opportunity to buy cotton so cheap, 
even b~Iow the cost · of production. Therefore, you should buy and 
store away enou~h cotton to last for two or three years. 
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1\Ir. FoRT a few minutes ago told you why the cotton people 

did not come in under the Haugen bill three years ago. Per
haps he told you the truth, but be did not tell you all of it. 
At that time the Haugen bill proposed to handle comm-odities 
on what was known as a ratio basis. The price of cotton under 
that scheme would have been 19 cent . At that time cotton 
was selling for 22 to 24 cents ; therefore, we of the South re
fused to come in under any plan that proposed to fix a mini
mum price, which would, undoubtedly, be the maximum price. 
I believe if we had gone in under that scheme and had stated 
to the world that the right price, or the ratio plice, was 19 
cents, that the price of cotton innne~tely would have gone 
down to this ptice. The surplising thing to me is to see so 
many Members who seem to oppose this farm relief bill con
tinually maki.ng statements on the floor of the House which are 
really only a pru.·t of the truth or, in some instances, misstate
ments altogether. Therefore, it seems that they take great 
pleasure in making these statements, thereby trying to justify 
their position toward the bill. Mr. FoRT also proposed to turn 
Members of the South against this bill when he stated, a few 
moments ago, that the people of Georgia and South Carolina 
where importing into these States millions of dollars worth of 
corn, flour, dairy products, and a great many frum products and 
therefore we would have to pay increased p1ices for these imports. 
I will say to my friends from the South that it is absolutely 
a shame upon the people of Georgia and South Carolina, where 
we have too finest climate in the world and a soil that will 
produce practically everything except coffee, that we do not 
grow these things. I sometimes think if this bill will do what 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. FoRT] states that it will 
do-raise the price of these farm commodities that we import 
into these States-perhaps that will be the thing that will 
force our people to cut the acreage of cotton and produce more 
of the real necessities of life. 

I want to say this to my friends on :ms side of the Hou e : 
Last year I worked in season and out of season, night and day, 
to help write a satisfactory farm relief bill that would give to 
the West what the people of the West really wanted, and that 
would take care of the troubles of the producers of the South. 
I held many conferences with the western farm leaders and 
with the western members on the Agricultural Committee, and 
finally succeeded in writing into the bill myself $75,000,000 out 
of the Treasury of the United States for two years, without 
interest, for the cotton producers of the South, subject to any 
lo ses, and we to retain any profits that might be made in the 
operation in connection with cotton. I wrote also into this bill 
an amendment deferring the equalization fee on cotton for 
two years, and that it should not be put on even at that time 
unless a majority of the cooperative associations or other farm 
organizations and individual farmers producing cotton asked for 
it, and in the event that the fee should apply after two years, 
not to exceed $2 per bale ; and yet many gentlemen on this 
side, representing the South, turned this bill down. I want to 
tell you right now you will never get the chance to vote for or 
against a bill like this again. I thank God that I voted for it 
because of the conditions existing to-day in the South. For the 
lack of this money and machinery our people are in a serious 
condition, and certainly you gentlemen who had an opportunity 
to receive, a~ it were, on a silver waiter seventy-five million 
without an equalization fee, giving the Government a chance 
to demonstrate at the actual expense of the Government this 
new scheme, with the privilege to the farmers of the South to 
take it over if it should succeed or turn it down if it was not a 
good proposition, should certainly feel very badly about it. 

Now as to cotton. Suppose this bill hf!d passed last year 
ca1~rying seventy-five million for cotton, with the equalization 
fee deferred for two years. You remember la. t fall when the 
Government gave out its first estimate that we would have a 
crop of cotton a,mounting to about 15,000,000 bales, the price of 
cotton was 18 to 20 cents, and everybody was happy and satisfied. 

With this size crop and the world needing at least 15,000,000 
bales, why, Mr. CRISP, of Georgia, myself, and others believed 
that no doubt the price would eventually go to 25 cents and 
we held our cotton off the market. Shortly, however, the Gov
ernment C3llle out with another report showing 16,000,000, bales, 
and later 17,000,000 bales, and finally 18,000,000 bales, and in 
every instance the price of cotton kept going do'Wn. What 
would have happened if we had passed the Haugen bill, as 
stated a few minutes ago, last year'? Ju. t as soon as the pro
ducers, the cooperative association, and the advisory council 
that had to do with cotton saw the situation and realized that 
we ·had an overproduction of cotton, they would have made 
their appeal to the Federal farm board, asking that they de
clare an operating period; and if the bill works just like I 
think it would wm·k, I am sure- they would -have declared an 

operating period. They would haYe made connection with the 
coope1.·ative association, a subsidiary corporation thereof, or 
some other agency, and as soon as possible put this machinery 
into operation. · If this' machinery WOI'ks like I belie\e it would 
wot·k, this agency immediately would have gone out on the 
market last fall and commenced buying cotton at the market 
price, in a competitive way, to the mills and commercial lmyers, 
bidding, buying, and taking off of the market just whatever 
number of bales that it would take to bring about a l<'gitimate 
demand and fair price. I can see at this stage of the game 
that the speculative intere ts, the interests that to-nay largely 
manipulate the marketing of farm products, thereby fixiug the 
price, would no doubt go into the market so as to take ad\an
tage of the holding of this cotton, and put the price up for 
speculative purposes. Then this agency would inlmediately 
feed back into the market this cotton, or so much th(lreof as 
would be required to put the speculator out of business, <tnd 
stabilize the plice. Therefore with thi-; surplus on hand, they 
could use it as a stabilizer in connection with price" and ha\e 
a long line of stabilized prices, which would be very satisfac
tory to the producer and should be satisfactory to the manu
facturers of cotton. 

Now, the opponents of this legislation will tell you that the 
way to stabilize the price of cotton and secure a fair price is 
to lend money to the cooperative association, or fanners, so 
that they can withhold sufficient cotton off the market to bring 
around a legitimate demand and fair price. I agree with these 
gentlemen, but it seems impossible to force anybody to acce11t 
these loans to the extent of taking off of the market a sufficient 
quantity to bring about orderly marketing and a fair price. 
For instance, the President's commission appointed sometime 
ago offered to the South barrels of money to take, care of this 
situatwn, proposing to lend 9 cents per pound on cotton that 
was selling at that time for 12 cents. Some few farmers wbo 
are financially able to carry their cotton on this basis will take 
advantage of this scheme. I am cru·rying my cotton to-day; 
so is my good friend from Georgia, Judge CRISP, and others. 
But there are thousands of farmers in the South, white people 
as well as negroes, who have contracted obligations again.c;;t 
their cotton, even befot·e it was planted, perhaps at the rate 
of 15 cents or more per pound, and even at the price of 12 
cents they are unable to meet their obligations, and certainly 
they can not afford to accept a loan of 9 cents, pay interest 
and carrying charges, and neither will the banks and the people 
who hold these obligations allow them to accept this 1m1all 
amount, when they, themselves, need so badly the full price 
of this cotton. 

Under om scheme we go into the market in a competitive 
way when the price is too low and pay to these same producers 
the full market ·price and we hold his cotton, and allow him 
to pay his obligation and we carry his cotton for such time as 
we are able to put it on the market in an ot·derly way and at 
a fair _price, and allow him to participate in the profits thereof. 
My friends, we have this to contend with in the South. We 
have thousands of negro farmers-some of them owning tlleir 
own land, some contracting, and thousands of them renting and 
farming on their own initiative, and in every instance this type 
of citizen refuses, under any circumstances, to withhold his 
cotton from the mat·ket, but will put it on the market ju ·t as 
fast as he can gather and gin it, even if the price should go to 
the small price of 5 cents a pound. Therefore, while my good 
fl'iend, :Mr. CRISP, from Georgia, myself, and others, along with 
a small percentage who compose the cooperative marketing 
association, are trying to hold the market up with our cotton, 
they are daily dumping their cotton on the market and forcing 
the price down. We can easily take care of this situation under 
the Haugen bill. • 

Mr. GARRETT of Tenne-see. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. FULMER. Yes. 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Suppose enough of us llad, 

at the former session, yielded to the blandishments of tlle 
$75,000,000 revolving fund proposition and had passed the bill 
then pending; this fall how much of that 18,000,000-bale crop 
would have been taken off of the market? That $75,000,000 
was for two years. 

Mr. FULMER. I will say to my good friend from Tennessee 
that the $75,000,000 for cotton would have at once become 
available, and with the $75,000,000 placed in cotton at the low 
prices this fall, pledging the cotton bought with the $75.000.000 
through the Intermediate Credit Bank, or otherwise, on a basis 
of 75 to 85 per cent of its actual value, we could have taken 
off of the market from three to four million bales of cotton. 
I tried very bard when we bad the bill up last year to explain 
that to the Members, but it seemed' that they coUld n6t lmder-
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stand that scheme of financing and could only see the purchase major fat·m commodities, each man would go into his line of 
of the number of bales that could be purchased with the production. · 
$75,000,000. I would like to say to my friend, and to the We have in the South to-day thousands of white people and 
1\lembers of the House, that if we hail this board, and this negroes who are sadly in need of clothing and shoes, a condi
macllinery, and this money, with the backing of the greatest tion brought about because they are unable to obtain a fair 
government on the face of the earth, we would not have to price for that which they produce, to enable them to buy that 
buy 3,000,000, not even 2,000,000 bales of cotton to put the which they sadly need. If, under this machinery, we could 
price up to a fair and just one. I believe, my friends, the stabilize the price of cotton and handle the surplus when it 
passing of this kind of a bill just to let the country know that would occur, so as to maintain a fair price, the people in the 
this great Government of ours proposes to back a scheme that South, who are now stifling with cotton, would be able to buy 
would protect the agricultural interests and see to it that they cotton goods, no doubt to the amount of 1,000,000 bales of 
receive a fair return for their labor, would, ·within itself, bring cotton. No wonder the cotton mills of this counh·y, as well 
about a fair price. [Applause.] as the merchants, are idle to a certain extent, and are not 

l\1r. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- making any money to-day because of the condition of the (·on-
tleman yield? sumer and producers, who would be able to buy the output 

Mr. FULMER. Yes. of the mills and merchandise .from the merchants if they coul<l 
Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The cooperative association re<>eive a fair price for what they produce. 

with much less money attempted to do this work and take off Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
the 8urplus and they have succeeded well, considering the num- 1\lr. FULMER. Yes. 
ber in it and the amount of money. We know this, do we not? Mr. BEGG. I would like to ask the gentleman concerning 
That this $75,000,000 would have taken off more surplus than a point I tried to make the other day, and right along the line 
the little cooperative could have done. that the gentleman is discussing. If this emergency were de-

1\Ir. FULMER. Yes; under the President's proposition some clared by the board, . they then would fix the price on cotton, 
time ago, they offered us millions. To-day we have millions in would they not? In the emergency you described lRst yenr 
many of the banks of the South, and plenty of money in the they would come to the board and, appeal to it to declare an 
money centers of this country standing idle. They are delighted operating period, and then they would set the price on cotton. 
to make loans on cotton-warehouse receipts, the best collat- Mr. FULMER. Under any of these bills they would in a wny 
eral in the country; but a loan scheme, either by the GQV- fix the price. 
ernment or individually, will never solve the surplus-cotton Mr. BEGG. I wanted that definitely under,.tood, because 
problem, unless you could so organize the cotton producers that that is my impression. Now, the minute the price was fixed 
the organization can control sufficient quantities of cotton to the cotton pt'Oducers in the South would immediately offer 
bring about orderly marketing, or, if this is impossible, then their cotton to the board; and would not the board, in self
through the operation of machinery created under this bill, defense, be forced to buy ev-ery bit of cotton offered on the 
whereby we can go into the market and buy, even on a com- market? 
petitive basis, the surplus or that part of the surplus that Mr. FULMER.. No; they would not do that. 
would bring around a fair price. Mr. BEGG. Take your cotton. If you were to store it in 

1\Ir. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? the face of that operating period, you would lose tlle cost of the 
Mr. FULMER. Yes. storage. 
l\lr. McSWAIN. The seventy-five million would have enabled Mr. FULMER. Suppose this board . would state that at this 

the board to purchase, if necessary, $3,000,000 worth ot cotton, time 15 cents would be a fair price, considering the size of 
would it not? the surplus, which really would have lots to do in determining 

Mr. FULMER. Yes. the price, so as to move the cotton. Certainl_y they could not 
Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. They did not take advantage put the price too high, so as to retard consumption. This would 

of the chance to borrow money to buy cotton. not mean that the board immediately would offer to the pro-
Mr. FULMER. I will say to my good friend from Tennessee duc('rs of cotton 15 cents a pound, while at the same time, per

that they did not take advantage ·of the loan scheme suggested haps, cotton would be selling at 10 or 12 cents. But they would 
by the commission appointed by the President, whereby they go into the market, buying at the market price-say, 10 centc;. 
advanced 9 cents on 12-cent cotton and 5 cents on low-grade for instance-and continue to buy until cotton would reach this 
8-cent cotton. But, as stated a few moments ago, with this fair price of, say, 11) cents. Therefore, rather than sell my 
seyenty-five million and the privilege of pledging cotton pur- cotton at 10 cents, the market price, believ-ing that cotton would 
chased with this seventy-fiv-e million for additional funds, and reach the 15 or, perhaps, 18 cents price, I would hold my 
with the privilege of going on the market and paying full prices, f!Otton off the market so as to get the higher price. 
and with the privilege to these same producers of participating The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
in the profits, we can easily take off of the market a sufficient Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman an addi-
quantity to immediately place the price of cotton on a fair tiona! 10 minutes. 
basis. I admit that a loan scheme will help the cooperative Mr. FULMER Now, my fliends, as I stated a few minute 
association now struggling, but there will be no inducement ago, I offered to the representatives of the South last year a 
to increase the membership or the holdings of the association. bill that would not hurt a hair on any man's head, a bill which 
I admit also that a loan scheme at reduced rates of interest would take care of the cotton situation, but many of you gen
will be interesting to large and independent farmers who are tlemen from the South would not take it. At the proper time 
able to take advantage of same and carry their cotton until a I am going to offer an amendment, as follows: 
short crop shall come around and advance the price for the No equalization fee shall be paid in respect of cotton prior to the 
benefit of this independent farmer, but it will not help the expiration of two years from tbe date of the approval of this act, 
great masses of farmers who are forced to sell their cotton and the equalization fee in respect of cotton shall not exceed at any 
and are unable to take advantage, even if they wanted to, of a time the equivalent of $o a bale. If by reason of unforeseen condi
loan · cheme. tions a loss is sustained in the disposition of cotton purchased under 

To-<lay, my friends, we have in the South hundreds of banks the provisions of this act during the first two years, such loss may 
going lJroke, with thousands of dollars on deposit; money be- be assessed against the succeeding operation in connection with cotton. 
longing to every type of citizen. In some instances, the sav-
ings of a lifetime of some poor farmer or some workingman. I want to talk seriously to my fliends on this side, becau~e I 
An absolute loss to the stockholders and to the depositors. We am anxious to see this legh;lation pass; and if we are to pass 
have supply merchants furnishing supplies and fertilizers to it, we are going to need a good many v-otes over on my side of the 
farmers, who are unable to borrow money and who have not House. I want to warn my friends from the West that when 
the money to run their farms. In both instances, the banks, this amendment is offered the opponents of the bill, men like 
as well as the supply merchants, have to collect in the fall l\1r. TINCHER, l\1r. FORT, and the Representative from the East, 
to pay their obligations either to the Federal reserve bank or will vote to retain the equalizat ion fee on cotton, knovYing that 
to the fertilizer people. Therefore, when prices are low, they if they succeed they will have the privilege of voting with the 
will not allow the great masses of farmers to hold their cotton Members representing cotton in the final vote to kill the bill. 
on a loan scheme, because of the small amount that they are We went into this matter thoroughly a year ago, and it is gen
al.lle to borrow in comparison with the prices that they can erallr understood, or should be, that I am not asking any sr1e
get at this time on the market. cial fa>or or privilege for cotton. In the first place, every man 

The opponents of the bill will tell you that if you stimulate that has made a speech upon the floor of this House, for or 
the price of cotton you will stimulate production and thereby against the bill, has stated that it would practically be impos
have an overproduction. This would be true if we would only sible to make a loss on cotton, buying at or below the cost of 
stimulate one of the major commodities, but if we had this 

1 
production, and holding off of the market for the purpose of 

machinery and the board, so as tQ take into ~onsi<.leration the stabilizing the price. 
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I challenge any Member from the West to deny that it is 

your purpose and the purpose of the bill to make the tar~ff 
apply on your farm products. Now, if this is true, you have 
to-day. for instance, on wheat a 42-cent tariff. If you are able 
to make the tariff apply on wheat 42 cents per bushel, that will 
make the .American price 42 cents above the world price, and 
my people and the consuming public will have to pay thls 42 
cents. In other words, if you should have to pay an equaliza
tion fee of 10 or 15 cents, we, the cotton producers of the South 
and the consuming public, would not only pay your equalization 
fee of 10 or 15 cents, but the difference between the equaliza
tion fee and 42 cents, which would be a net profit to wheat 
producers out of the poc~ets of the consuming public. I know 
that, and my people will know it. Yet, if you will be fair and 
allow us, who represent the cotton producers, to work ·out a 
satisfactory bill in the interest of cotton producers, we are 
willing to stand our part of it. 

In the (!ase of cotton, as stated a few minutes ago, the best 
that we can hope to do will be to pool the surplus, hold for 
orderly marketing, and thereby hope to increase the price; but 
in every instance the .American price will be the world price. 
No chance in the world to make the tariff apply, and when the 
producers of cotton pay $2 or $5 a bale in the way of an equal
ization fee it will come deep down out of the pockets of cotton 
producers and not out of the consuming public. 

Now, my friends from the West, to show you that my heart 
is in the right place I am going to first offer an amendment to 
defer the equalization fee on all commodities for two years, 
realizing that if this bill works like you believe it will work 
with your farm products, you will have a loss that will come 
out of the Treasury of the United States. I am willing to 
stand this loss by the Treasury of the United States. I believe 
that this great Government owes it to the farmers of this 
country who are in their condition to-day, brought about largely 
by legislation for special interests and otherwise, to take this 
new scheme. and go to the country with it and test it out and 
demonstrate whether or not it will work, and if it costs the 
Government a million or two hundred and fifty million and will 
work, then you have rendered a great service to agriculture 
and a great service to this country. If you still propose to 
stick by your proposition of retaining your fee, then I ask you 
to do like you did last year~let the cotton people work out 
their own troubles, especially when we show by this amendm·ent 
that if losses occur on account of any unforeseen reason dur
ing these two years, we will be assessed on future operations in 
cotton for these losses. 

I want to warn my friends from the West that if you are 
going to stick by the enemy and hold the equalization fee on 
cotton and then have the enemy stick by the South and vote 
tsgainst the bill proposed, you will not be able to pass this bill 
like you hope to do. 

Mr. ROMJUE and Mr. McDUFFIE rose. 
Mr. FULMER. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 
Mr. ROMJUE. A good many gentlemen have made inquiries 

whether or not the same equalization fee would be made ap
plicable to the different ~rade of a product, and I want to 
call the gentleman's attention to the last two lines on page 
13 and the first two lines on page 14 of the bill, and ask the 
gentleman if he does not believe that under the language of 
those four lines the board is empowered to fix a fee upon 
different classes or different grades of the products under the 
bill. 

Mr. FULMER. I have heard a great many men talk about 
the details with respect to this board. We have n·ever passed 
a piece of constructive legislation in the Congre s but what we 
gave to the board managing same certain powers to work out 
these little things. If there is anything necessary to be done 
further, they will come back to the Congress. My friends, if 
we do not do anything else but create this board, if it could be 
a sure enough farmer-minded board and one which would do 
quite a lot of research work, as well as looking into the matter 
of freight rates, tariff rates, and into the question of distribu
tion and marketing, reporting back to the Congress and recom
mending legislation, if needs be, to regulate and adjust these 
matters fail'ly between the various groups of the people of the 
country, they would be able to do wonderful work. [Applause.] 

Down on my farm I have a white man who produced last 
year 300 bushels of fine sweet potatoes. He is hauling them to 
town and selling them for 75 cents a bushel. His children are 
out of school and are ragged, and yet in New York City they 
are selling sweet potatoes for $8.50 a bushel, and the poor 
people of New York, the consumers up there, can not afford to 
eat potatoes because of the price they have to pay. We are 
stifling with overproduction. and yet the world is going hungry 
because of the unfair price the consuming world has to pay in 
comparison with the unfa~r price which the producer receives. 

And yet the Congress will · sit around and quibble about de
tails with respect to working out or trying out something 
which the Government ought to do for agriculture. · 

Opponents of this bill claim that the operation under this 
bill will increase prices to the consumer because we propose 
to increase the price to the producer. This is not necessarily 
true. If the board will look into the proper system of distri
bution and marketing, we ought to be able to work out a 
system whereby we could easily increase the price to the pro
ducer and decrease the price to the consumer. 

I hold here a clipping from a paper edited at Springfield, 
Mass.-the New England Homestead-which reads as follows: 

The ostensible purpose is to force domestic consumers to pay 50 per 
cent more for 1lour, feed, grain, pork, and cotton, so that a!ter covering 
the loss on surplus producers may net more than otherwise. While 
favoring cooperative marketing by producers, the bureau may authorize 
and aid " other agencies " to trustify these products. Astounding and 
incredible as the above is, yet all this and more is embodied in the 
McNary-Haugen bill, actually reported out last week in identical form 
to House and Senate by majority vote of their respective Committees 
on Agriculture. Having thus quickly won the first step, its advocates 
claim enough votes in both branches to pass the bill before Congress 
adjourns March 4. In that case they declare that President Coolidge 
will either approve or let it become a law without his signature. 
These facts warrant every person and group in telegraphing or writing 
instantly to both their Senatqrs and to their Representatives at 
Washington most earnest protest against the McNary-Haugen bill. Its 
advocates are so vociferous, highly organized, and well financed that 
they plan to rush the bill through Congress before the masa of pro
ducers and consumers wake up sufficiently to prevent. 

Read the speech of the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
LuGE], made the other day, and see what he has to say about 
the bill. There is one thing I can not understand, and that is 
why you folks from the West let those birds from New Eng
land come down here and propose any kind of class legislation 
in the interest of their people, and every one of you fellows 
from the West, like goats going to pasture, march right up 
and stick your fists on the dotted line. And yet, when any of 
you gentlemen come in and say " Let us in on this scheme," 
they say to you, " Go back to your farm in the West ; continue 
to plow your mule; pay taxes and be satisfied." [Laughter 
and applause.] • 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South 
Carolina bas expired. 

Mr. FULMER. M.r. Chairman, I yield myself three minutes 
more out of the time of the gentleman from KentuchJT [l\lr. 
KINCHELOE]. 

One of the troubles with the Congress to-day is that we have 
located right down below the foot of Capitol Hill the United 
States Chamber of Commerce, which is established in the inter
est of big business and against anything that might be offered 
for the benefit of agriculture. They h!ve declared against the 
Haugen bill and they have their member chambers of commerce 
and boards of trade from all over the country writing and wir
ing Members to vote against the Haugen bill. I have here a 
telegram from the Chamber of Commerce of Minneapolis, read
ing as follows : 

The so-called lfcNary-Haugen bill now under consideration by Con
gress would, if enacted into law, injure- rather than help the agricul
tural interests and would check the present desirable tendency toward 
diversified farming methods. 

Also one from the board of trade of the city of Chicago, as 
follows: 

Dependent as we are on a healthy condition of agriculture, especially 
in the Grain Belt, and anxious as we consequently ar<! to see the posi
tion of the farmer on a permanent equality with other lines of indus
trial activities, we can not bring ourselves to advocate unsound meas
ures of farm relief or measures which we believe will result in a worse 
ultimate situation than now prevails. 

I also have several others that I will not insert in the REcoRD, 
but in most instances they give you their reason for opposing 
this bill, and in nearly every instance their reasons differ just 
about as much as the reasons given by the opponents of this 
bill here on the floor of the House. 

The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. HAMMER] received 
a telegram a few days ago from one of his cotton mills opposing 
the Haugen bill. Mr. HAMMER immediately wired the mill to 
please state their reason for opposing this legislation and sug
gest legislation to help out the se1ious situation the farmers 
are in to-day. This mill immediately wired: 

We oppose the Haugen bill because under the bill they propose to 
sell two-thll'ds ot American cotton ill the world mal'ket at reduced 
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prices and one-third of American cotton on the American market at an 
advanced price. 

This is an absurd statement, a ridiculous statement, because 
there is nothing in the bill that would propose that kind of 
proposition, neither could we undertake to handle cotton in this 
way. His remedy for the situation was that if we pass a bill 
to pass one carrying a fund so as to be able to buy up the 
surplus, take it off of the market, and feed it into the market 
in an orderly manner so as to bring about a fair price. Now, 
that is exactly what we propose to do under the Haugen bill. 
[Applause.] Yet my friend, Mr. Pou, from North Carolina, 
stated the other day that this would force farmers into the 
cooperative association whether they wanted to go into it or 
not, therefore, he could not support the bill. 

Mr. AswELL, of Louisiana, who opposes the bill, stated just 
the reverse some days ago. That it would tend to tear down 
cooperative marketing because this board would take over 
the function of the cooperative association. Some days ago 
Mr. Yokum, who appeared before our committee at various 
times in the interest of the Aswell-Yokum bill, stated in a 
speech in New York that the McNary-Haugen bill would plunge 
the country into an era of profiteering the like of which we 
have never experienced since the war, and all at the expense of 
American farm producers and consumers. If Mr. Yokum is 
correct, I will be glad for my people to have the benefit of some 
of the prosperity that he speaks about. 

The Columbia Record, a paper down in my district, stated 
some days ago that the Haugen bill would put from $10 to 
$10.50 tax on the farmers' cotton, and that we only have three 
cotton men on the board. There is nothing in the Haugen bill 
that states that there will be a tax of $10 or $10.50 on the 
cotton farmer and, while we will have only three cotton men 
on the board, if he wanted to be fair to his readers he should 
have told all of the truth in connection with this statement. 
The bill last year carried a provL<sion that would not allow over 
$2 per bale, and we hope to pass the same amendment this year. 
And while we only have three men on the board, these three 
men will have the power to vote in or vote out an operating 
period on cotton over the other nine members composing the 
board. 

If I had the time I would like to read you a part of a speech 
made by the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. FoRT] last year. 
I am going to insert same in the RECoRD, because his statement 
will show that I am absolutely correct in all of my statements 
in connection with the handling of cotton under the Haugen bill. 
The only difference between Mr. FoRT and myself is that he 
proposes a loan fund which you can not force any producer to 
accept, while we propose a fund to actually go into the market 
when we have a surplus and. low price and buy sufficient cotton 
and take same off of the market, so as to bring about ordel'ly 
marketing and a fair price: 
PART OF SPEECH OF CONGRESSMAN FORT, Oll' NEW .TERSElY, MARCH 25, 1926 

Stabilization of anything depends upon continuity of supply, and con
tinuity of supply as applied to agricultural products means definitely 
the adoption of a policy of carry overs from great crop years to lesser 
crop years. It means that in a year of a 3,200,000,000-bushel crop of 
corn enough of that corn will be lifted orr the market, dried, and proc
essed to be available for the the farmer to buy and feed his stock in the 
year of a 2,400,000,000-bushel crop. It means that in the year of a 
900,000,000-bushel crop of wheat enough of that wheal will be lifted off 
the market and carried by somebody to take care of the year when the 
crop falls down to 600,000,000 bushels. 

In the present depressed condition of agriculture he needs Govern
ment backing extended through some form of Government agency. 

The best experts we have been able to get before us tell us that 
on either corn or wheat, if you take 100,000,000 bushels off the market 
in any year, off the cash market-remember what I told you about the 
amount of corn that never s_ells for cash-you would bring that price 
at least up to the point it ought to reach. At the same time the 
presence of that 100,000,000 bushels of carried-over corn will enable 
the pork and cattle farmer of the United Stutes in making out his 
breeding program to assure himself that in the following year, even 
though there be a short crop, there will be a supply available to bold 
the price of corn from becoming so prohibitive as to make it impossible 
for him to purchase it and feed it to his pork or cattle. Now, for 
that purpose I would have this corporation step into the market-not 
to bull the price, not to raise the price unduly, but to fix it at a point 
below which the product ought not to sell, fix it perhaps by the advice 
of its farmer and cooperative stockholders as the minimum price they 
would be willing to take, and then step into the market and protect 
the market against depreciation below that price. Incidentally, with 
such an organization in existence, the bear trader in commodities would 
hesitate to press his position too far. Now, that program is not specu
lation. It is the soundest type of investment policy. 

Tlie man who buys anything only when it is at a low price, and 
holds it to sell only when it is at a high price, is an investor not a 
speculator. It is a sound policy, and it is one nobody ever went broke 
following if he had the financial ability to hold on. 

The CnAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again expired. 
Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I yield the gentleman five minutes. 
Mr.- FORT. I would therefore have this corporation subject to con

ference with the board prepared not to go in and buy the first year 
if it was a normal crop, but simply to step in in surplus years and.. 
stop an abnormal decline in price. And then carry it over one year, 
maybe two years; bnt in American history we have never gone three 
years with big crops in succession, so far as I have found. We have 
never had three successive excellent years of weather to mature the 
growing crop. 

I think it is high time that tlle Congress should think se
riously about this proposition and that it should think seriously 
about my suggestion of allowing the Government to put up this 
revolving fund and when necessary go into the operation under 
this legislation and demonstrate to the satisfaction of producers 
and the Government that it is a workable scheme and then sell 
same to the producers of the country. [Applause.] 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. SINCLAIR]. 

Mr. SINCLAIR. l\Ir. Chairman, it seems to me as this 
debate has progressed that the question before us is whether 
we are going to give the farmers of America a marketing 
agency that will make their cooperation effective. To me it is 
largely a question of cooperation. If we enact this legisla
tion, we are going to set up the machinery that will enable 
the farmers to overcome in an effective manner the market 
disadvantages they now meet in the sale of their products. 
You have heard the testimony here in regard to the tobacco 
growers of Kentucky; how their cooperatives failed because 
the purchasers of their product pooled against them and paid 
more than the cooperative society could afford to pay in order 
to break them. That same thing was enacted several years 
ago in North Dakota. We had a strong and efficient equity 
association for the handling of wheat and other grains. The 
chambers of commerce and the large millers boycotted them. 
The firms that did the buying for the consumers and the millers 
were able to defeat the very purpose of the equity organiza
tion by means of overbidding and boycotting it. 

Some progress has been made in the past five years in the mat
ter of agricultural relief legislation, even though as yet no defi
nite concrete action has been taken. Five years ago, when I 
introduced :t;nY first farmers' and consumers' financing bill, it 
was deemed revolutionary in nature, too advanced in its provi
sions, and not at all necessary for the restoration of agriculture 
to a condition of prosperity. At that time the established mar
keting agencies were considered eminently sufficient to accom
plish the desired result. As a matter of fact, the general 
sentiment was that there was no agricultural problem that 
would not right itself, and that action on the part of Congress 
was uncalled for and wholly unnecessary. 

FARMERS WORSE OFF TQ-DAY THL"l FIVE YEARS AGO 

Since then the plight of the American farmer has grown 
steadily worse. The deplorable condition of agriculture bas 
already bad an adverse effect on other industries. Business 
failures and bankruptcies throughout the United States are 
striking evidence of this fact. Over 3,000 bank failures have 
occurred in the past five years, most of them in the best farm
ing States of the Union. Thousands of farmers and business 
men have gone broke, and a loss of $30,000,000,000 in farm 
values has ensued. The end of the depression is not yet. 

The Department of Agriculture has but recently announced 
a slump in the value of farm crops in the United States for 
the year 1926 amounting to $1,148,008,000 over the previous 
year. This decline was due principally to lower prices for 
most of the farm products rather than to decreased production, 
although the production in some crops was slightly below that 
of the previous year. A little over one-half of this decline 
was on account of the lower price of cotton. The revised esti
mates of the crops of 1925 placed their value at $8,949,321,000. 
The principal crops for 1926, based on the December 1 farm 
prices, were valued at $7,801,_313,000. This indicates a contin
uation of the losses that farmers have sustained in the last 
five years amounting to over $1,000,000,000 for 1926. It is 
well for us to contrast this decline in the value of farm 
crops with the $280,000,000 melon of the Steel Trust which 
was declared the past year and ·with the profits of the other 
big tariff-protected industries. Does it not look as if the farmer 
has something to kick about? 

I feel confident that b,ad the Norris-Sinclair bill been enacted 
into law fi_ve years ago, as was tb,~ proposed1 O!: legislation 
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~imilar to the measure we now haYe before us-the McNary
Haugen bill-many of the failures and losses which the Ameri
can farmer has been forced to take would have been averted, 
and the whole country now would be well on the road to finan
cial prosperity. 

GOVERNUENT AID IN MARKETING FARM PRODUCT/3 WPEB.ATIVJI 

It has been clearly demonstrated to the satisfaction of all 
thoughtful investigators that the established marketing agencies 
are not sufficient to meet the needs of agriculture in the exist
in<~ depre~sion. These agencies ru:e not operated for that pur
po~e. Primarily they are built up with a view to the. financial 
profits of their owners. Regard for the welfare of either pro
ducer. or consumer is a secondary- consideration. It is only 
incidental. I am not saying that the work of distributing farm 
products is not- well done. On the contrary, I believe it to be 
highly efficient. It is only the cost of distribution of which I 
complain. The .American consumer has to pay in costs an 
increase commensurate with the higher efficient service. 

Before the World War, notwithstanding the fact that farmers 
had much to discourage them, and that in many sections of the 
United States they were even then, on the average, fighting a 
gradually losing battle, ret they had definite and reasonably 
fixed charges to meet in the conduct of their business. They 
could establish their work and their investments at that time 
with a definite set - of marketing conditions prevailing. The 
World War changed these conditions. Other industries could 
and did quickly adjust themselves to the change, or they were 
assisted in making it by the Government. Agdculture, on the 
other hand could not readily make the new adjustment, and 
should bef~re this have been given the same aid that was 
extended to other lines Qf business. This was not done, how
ever and the attempt at legislation now is but a tardy :recog
niti~n of the right of the farmer to that equality in marketing 
his products which was his due. 

It is often stated in considering the farm problem that it is 
oue of overproduction, and that the farmers ought to get to
gether and limit the amount of food products which they are 
going to raise each year. Of course, the men who advance that 
argument as a reason why Congress should extend no aid to 
agriculture must know that it is utterly ~d wholly impossible 
for the fru·mers of the United States, scattered as they are all 
over the country, to get together and in any way effectively 
limit or control production. The elements and nature have 
much to do with controlling or limiting the amount of crops. 
Those who till the soil ha,ve to be guided by their own circum
stance · in acres planted. I grant there is much the Govern
ment can do through a centralized agency to give intelligent; 
guidance to the food growers of the country. It can suggest the 
apvroximate needs for the coming year; it can advise whe1·e 
the best markets may be found; it can assist in giving farmers 
in. truction which will help them to meet reasonably the esti
mated future demands. This the Department of Agricultm·e, 
I am glad to know, is attempting to do. Far more, of course, 
might be done than is being done. But, after all, lnstruction 
is merely suggestive and advisory and can not hope to influence 
more than slightly the 6,000,000 individual farmers who must 
do the great work of producing the Nation's food. 

NO OVERPRODUCTION, AS CLAIMED BY SOME 

I should like to call the attention of Members of Congress who 
represent urban communities to the fact that, notwithstanding 
::;o much talk about overproduction of food products-and in 
point of returns to farmers it seems there is foundation for it
there is, as a matter of fact, less production to-day throughout 
the world of the staples of agriculture than there was in 1913. 
Em·opean nations, especially since the war, have taken cog
nizance of the necessity of developing their agricultural re
sources so that they will meet the requirements of their popu
lation and growth. Most of the European countries, having 
suffered quite severely from the depression after the war, are 
now making special efforts, and have been making special efforts 
the last few years, to increase their agricultural production and 
to diminish their dependence on outside sources like the United 
States for their staples. Despite these efforts, there are indica
tions that the total world production of agricultural products 
has not kept up with the increasing population. In fact, there 
has been a slight decline. With the exception of tobacco, there 
has been an actual decrease of most important farm products in 
world production between thuears 1913 and 1924. In 1913, the 
total wheat production was 4,087,000,000 bushels; in 1924, it 
was only 3,472,739,000 bushels. There has been a similar de
cline in the total world's production of rye, corn, barley, oats, 
and swine. Even in the production of cotton, of which there is 
so much complaint to-day, there has been a decline from 1913 
in the total world's supply. The total world's production in 
these crops is as follows: 

Corn: 
1913---------------------------------bushels-- 3,743,000,000 
1924-----------------------------------do ____ 3,721,000,000 

Ryei913-----------------------------------do ____ 1,893.000,000 
1924 -----------------------------do ____ 1, 419, 990, 000 

Barl~~i3 ___________________________________ do---- 1,779,ooo,ooo 
1924-----------------------------------do ____ 1,382,000,000 

Oatsi913-----------------------------------do ____ 4,798,500, 000 
1924 ---------------------------------do ____ 4,184,000,000 

Hog\~13 _________________________________ number__ 259,000,000 
1924-----------------------------------do____ 221,000,000 

Cottf9{3 -----------------------------------bales__ 26,259,000 
1924 -----------------------------------do____ 24, 700, 000 

VVoo\~13---------------------------------POunds __ 2,881,000,000 
1924 --------------------~--------------do ____ 2, 837,000,000 

Tobai~~~-----------------------------------do ____ 2,660,000,000 
1924 -----------------------------------do ____ 3,100,000,000 

Potatoes: 719 000 000 
1913-----------~---------------------bu~hels~- 4· 446'ooo:ooo 
1924----------------------------------- Q ____ • ' 

The figures indicate that there has been a gradual decline in 
the production of agl1cultural products, quite marked, of course, 
during the years of the World War, but continuing at a le~ser 
amount than th~ immediate pre-war period. It may be doubted 
whether over any considerable period there is likely to be any 
surplus of agricultural production above its needs for the world 
as a whole. It is evident that the agricultural problem is not 
only a national one ~re in the United States but also that it is 
really an international problem, and one which, to be solved 
properly and permanently, must of necessity contemplate the 
con ideration of all the world-wide factors that enter into the 
question. I feel, as has been stated by some who are opposed 
to this legislation, that it is not a permanent solution of -the 
farm problem. I believe we should have an international body 
or conference, meeting yearly, in order to study the problem 
froni a world standpoint in all of its varying aspects, and that 
the information thus gained from these studies should be uti
lized in framing our legislation hereafter. To this end I intro
duced a bill several years ago providing for an international 
conference on agriculture to devise means of meeting the great 
_problem of supplying the world's food. The fact that we have 
a reduced agricultural production throughout the world shows 
us that the problem is one which we must solve promptly, for 
it is evident that other Governments are already striving for a 
solution. If we fail to heed the farmers' difficulties or high
cost production which we have here in this country, it is evident 
that the problem will become an urban one, too. The cities, 
representing the nonfarming industrial groups, will soon have 
to face the dileniiDa of producing their goods at rising costs by 
reason of the rising prices of scarcer food which will confront 
them. They will have, in addition, the double difficulty of sell
ing their manufactured articles at lowered prices to the agri
cultural customer less able to pay for them. Also, in conse
quence, the manufacturer will be forced to accept lower prices 
in meeting the sharp competition of the world's market. 

Therefore, in the consideration of this farm-relief legislation, 
we should not be too much concerned with the question of 
domestic overproduction. This bas been largely seasonal and 
temporary in times past, and, in my opinion, it is much over
estimated when applied to the question before us. But even if 
the present bill, which admittedly will stimulate prices of farm 
products, should unduly increase production, tlJat is no excuse 
for the Congress to be inactive, as it has been. We have de
layed far too long the serious consideration of this great 
national problem for the past four sessions. 

THE FA.RMERS' CONTRIBUTION TO INDUSTRY AND COMMERCE 

The farni is not only the chief source of our food supply, but 
it also looms large as the primary source of supply for the raw 
materials _for our manufacturing centers. Let me quote a few 
facts which strikingly summarize the -important relation which 
agriculture bears to the rest of our national economic activities. 
These statistics clearly e~tablisb the important place which 
farmers and the farm hold in the national economy: 

1. The farmers of the Nation and their families annually 
consume about $6,000,000,000 worth of the goods of other 
industries. 

2. The American farm supplies the raw materials to indus
tries which give employment to about one-half of the industrial 
workers of the Nation. 

3. Of tl:le total tonnage of freight carried by the railroads 
each yem·, one-fifth comes from the farms. 

4. Over one-half of our exports are agricultural products. 
5. One-fifth of the total taxes of the United States are paid 

by agriculture. 
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6. The farms and farm workers produce one-sirth of the r 
total national income. 

7. Of the total value of all of the wealth in the United 
States, one-fifth is agricultural investment. 

8. Our industrial supremacy as a nation depends largely 
upon the basic materials furnished it by agriculture. Should the 
time arrive when we must become dependent on foreign coun
tries for the raw materials necessary to our industries, our 
industrial advancement would cease. 

It has been said, and rightly, that as long as the farmers are 
producing a surplus they are not in a position to command 
anything above the world's price for their products. Inas
much as this is a protective-tariff nation, and inasmuch as the 
standard of living in the United States is u~n a higher plane 
than that of any other country in the world, due, we believe, 
to the protection afforded by the tariff, it is only fait that 
the same measure of protection be accorded equally to all 
citizens. Investigations have shown that this economic equality 
can not be extended on those commodities or to the people 
raising commodities of which there is a surplus. The sur
plus must seek the world's market for an outlet and, in conse
quence, that price becomes the basis for the sale and dis
posal of both the domestic and exported article. The pro
ponents of the McNary-Haugen bill are merely setting up, by 
Government sanction, the machinery that will enn.,ble the fai·m
ers to enjoy the same measure of protection tbat industry 
enjoys by reason of the tariff. Of course, no one doubts but 
that this result could be achieved by other means. It is my 
opinion that unless this bill or similar Jegislation be enacted 
for the proper and equitable protection of farmers, inevitably 
there must be a balance of power representative of the inter
ests of agriculture rise up when the tariff schedules come up 
again for consideration. There is no doubt but that the repre
sentatives of agriculture from all sections will have to join 
hands to obtain the same equality under the tariff that is 
enjoyed by other productive industries. It is much . to be pre
ferred that the remedy afforded by the McNary-Haugen bill 
be adopted rather than the alternative of rewriting the tariff 
schedules. 

TARIFF DOES NOT EFFECTIVELY PROTECT AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS 

The extent to which the American farmer must meet foreign 
competition in his home market may be noted by the competi
tive items we find in the list of total agricultural imports each 
year. The fact is, over a series of years our agricultural im
ports very closely appro:'iimate our agricultural exports. This 
is often lost sight of in the consideration of the farm problem. 
In 1925 our agricultural exports amounted to 47.7 per cent of 
all exports, and our agricultural imports amounted to 47.5 per 
cent of all imports. Of the total of imported agricultural com
modities amounting to $1,818,000,000, more than one-half were 
of articles which come in direct competition with or tend to 
displace American farm products. For instance, we imported 
as follows: 
Animals-------------------------------------------- $8,800,000 
Meat-------------------------------------------- 7, 252, 000 
Eggs (almost)-------------------------------------- 9,000,000 
Milk and cream------------------------------------- 10, 114. 000 
Butter--------------------------------------------- 2,646,000 
Cheese--------------------------------------------- 17,349,000 
Animal fats ---------------------------------------- 637, 000 
Hides and skins------------------------------------- 96,746,000 
Leather and leather goods---------------------------- 36,266,000 
Grains--------------------------------------------- 26,237,000 
Fodders and feed----------------------------------- 11,850,000 Vegetables and vegetable preparations__________________ 36, 244, 000 
~TuitS---------------------------------------------- 24, 500, 000 
Nuts--------------------------------------------- 34, 725, 000 
Oil seeds------------------------------------------- 64,725,000 Ve"'etable oils and fats______________________________ 75, 000, 000 
Sugar, sirups, and honeY----------------------------- 266, 000, 000 
Seeds---------------------------------------------- 11,870,000 
TobaccO-------------------------------------------- 83,881,000 Mi cellaneous animal products________________________ 25, ooo, 000 
Miscellaneous vegetable products---------------------- 5, 000, 000 
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It is tmdoubtedly true that much, if not all, of this vast 
amount of imports could be successfully produced on our own' 
farms. It is only fair to assume that if a high tariff __ were 
placed against a portion of these products it would shut them 
out and give an increased and better market to the home pro
ducer. This factor alone would make a vast difference in the 
value of the domestic products and add materially to the income 
of the farmer. The fact is we are being slowly forced to the 
viewpoint that the farmer needs protection under the tariff if 
the manufsdurer is to be protected. Primarily the tariff was 
planned to protect manufactm·ers. Now, in order to be equitable 
it must be extended to every industry in the land. The ab
normal prosperity of some industries has been unquestionably 
brought about at the expense of the farmer. 

PASS LJOOISLATION AND GIVlll IT A. TRIAL 

In the criticisms of the 1\IcNary-Haugen bill there has been a 
tendency to oppose it because of the fear that it might not work 
in some respects or that it might not prove of benefit to certain 
commodities. It seems to me, in the enactment of any great 
constructive piece of legislation, it is not always possible to 
foretell precisely how the legislation will work. .The problem 
that Congress must meet is whether there is real need for the 
legislation; whether there is a demand from a large part of 
our population for the relief which the legislation seeks to give. 
No one can foretell accurately how legislation \\-'ill operate until 
it is tried. It is for us to initiate the legislation and, as we 
gain experience, from time to time perfect it where tqe need 
is apparent. To my mind this legislation is, of course, only a 
temporary remedy. It will serve as the clearing house in the 
distribution of farm products for all the agencies that may 
engage therein. Eventually I am hopeful that the farmers of 
this country may be organized cooperatively to such an extent 
that they can, if necessary, distribute their own products even 
to the ultimate consumer. This legislation will do more to 
hearten agriculture and encourage cooperatives than all the 
educational work that has been done in the past 10 years. 

I feel that it is the duty of Congress to take this forward 
step and thereby assist the farmers of America to assume their 
rightful place in the economic life of the Nation. Further than 
that, we know the history of the establishment of this great 
Government. It sprang from the hearts of farmers and bas 
been supported in every time of trial and trouble by the great 
liberty-loving farmers of our country. The free individuality 
of farm life builds up a citizenship that loves and supports 
democratic institutions. I am firmly convinced that if this 
Government is to continue as a great and independent democ
racy, as planned by the founders, there must be a recognition 
of the just rights and demands of agriculture. We can not with 
safety permit a system of European peasanh·y to gain a foot
hold here. I therefore urge the immediate enactment of this 
legislation, not only for the sake of the farmers themselves but 
in the interests of every citizen of the United States. 

1\lr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to tlle gentleman 
from Maryland [l\Ir. HILL]. 
THE rROPOSED u NATIO~AL FARM MARKETI~G ASSOCIATION AC'.r OF 19~7 "

THE Ct::BTIS-ASWELL-HILL FARM RELIEF BILL, H. R. 17071 

Mr. HILL of l\Iaryland. l\lr. Chairman and members of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. the 
rule under which the present debate on farm relief is being 
conducted provides for the consideration of the bill, H. R. 1547 4, 
entitled "A bill to establish a Federal farm board to aid in 
the orderly marketing and in the control and dispo ition of the 
surplus of agricultural commodities." This bill is known as 
the McNary-Haugen bill, and itself provides in section 18 that 
should it become law, it may be cited as the "Surplus control 
act." There are also under consideration as possible substi
tutes for the l\IcNary-Haugen bill, H. R. 16809, known as the 
Curtis-Crisp bill, which provides by its section 24 that should 
it become law it may be cited as the " Farm surplus act of 
1927." There is also under discus&ion H. R. 15655, known as 
the Aswell bill, which provides by its section 21 that should 
it became law it may be cited as the "Federal agricultural ex
port corporation act." There is also H. R. 7392, known as the 
Adkins bill, more or less sponsore-d by the Grange, which, if 
passed, would be cited as the "Equality farm export act of 
1927. . 

For six years the Congress has been discussing and seriously 
considering the question of farm relief. Certain things have 
been done for the assistance of the basic and fundamental 
agricultural necessities of the COlmtry through the Department 
of Agriculture and otherwise, but the basic question of farm 
relief still remains unsettled. 

For the past six years I have watched very carefully the 
que. tion of farm relief. Although I represent a city district, 
and not an agricultural district, the question of farm relief 
is just as vital to my constituents as it is to those who repre
sent farming districts. In the first session of this Congress 
the question of farm relief was fully discussed, and the Hou. e 
voted on the McNary-Haugen bill. At that time the Committee 
on Agriculture had reported with the recommendation that 
they pass, three diametrically opposed methods of attempted 
farm relief. One was the McNary-Haugen bill, another wa~: 
the Curtis-Aswell bill, and a third was the Tincher bill. All 
three of these bills were discussed, but there was no oppor
tunity afforded for those of us who believed that the principle 
of the Curtis-.A.swell bill was the best solution of the farm 
question to vote in favor of this bill. 

'l~o-day a more or less similar situation exists. There is 
before the House to-day the Curtis-Crisp bill. H. R. 16809. but 
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that differs radically from H. R. 11606, introduced April 26, 
1926, by Mr. Aswell, and ·from H. R. 15655, the Aswell bill of 
to-day. The McNary-Haugen· bill of to-day provides for a 
revolving fund, to be put up by the Treasury of the United 
States, of $2UO,OOO,OOO. It makes this provision in section 
16A. The Curtis-Crisp bill in section 20A makes precisely the 
same provision as the McNary-Haugen bill for a revolving fund . 
of $250,000,000 put up by the Treasury of the United States. 
The Aswell bill of to-day, in section 15A, provides for a fund 
to be furnished by the Treasury of the United States of 
$250,000,000. This provision is precisely like the revolving
fund provision in the :McNary-Haugen bill and the Curtis-Crisp 
bill, with the exception that it contains a limitation upon the 
fund. The present Aswell bill provides, in section 15A-
ihere is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $2:>0,000,000, 
whlch shall be administered by the board as a revolving fund-

And here, in brackets, are the words which differ from the 
other two bills-
[and expended solely for the payment of subscriptions to the capital 
stock of Federal agricultural export corporations] in accordance with 
the provisions of this act. The Secretary of the Treasury shall de
posit in the revolving fund such amounts within the appropriations 
therefor, as the board from time to time deems necessary. 

The McNary-Haugen bill, the Curtis-Crisp bill, and the 
Aswell bill of to-day-aU of these provide for the appointment 
by the President of the United States of a board, each member 
of which is to receive a salary of $10,000 a year and to have 
certain enormous powers in the control and disposition of sur
plus agricultural products. The Aswell bill of to-day differs 
from each of the other bills in ihe composition and powers of 
this board. There are a large number of Members of this 
House who earnestly favor farm relief and who desire such 
farm relief pas.~ed at once, but who can not possibly vote for 
either the McNary-Haugen bill, the Curtis-Crisp bill, or the 
Aswell bill of to-day. I therefore yesterday, after listening to 
the very clear statements of l\Ir. AsWELL as to the pre ent 
situation, introduced a bill, H. R. 17071, to place the agri
cultural industry on a sound commercial basis, to encourage 
national cooperative marketing of farm products, and for other 
purposes. This bill which I introduced yesterday is House 
bill 11606, the Curtis-Aswell bill introduced by l\Ir. AswELL 
on April 26, 1926, with certain minor changes in dates to 
bring it to the present moment. I introduced this bill because 
I wished to vote for it in the last session, and I see no rea
son why to-day it is not just as valuable a bill as it was a few 
months ago. 
. The Curtis-Aswell bill now appearing as House bill 17071, 
which I introduced yesterday, was favorably reported as House 
bill 11606 by the Committee on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives on April 27, 1926, and the report · of the Agri
culture Committee is as follows: 

[H. Rept. No. 1004, 69th Cong., 1st sess.] 

NATIONAL FARM MARKETING ASSOCIATION 

::Ur. AsWELL, from the Committee on Agriculture, submitted the 
following report to accompany House bill 11606: 

The Committee on Agriculture, to which was referred the bill 
(H. R. 11606) known as the Curtis·Aswell bill, embodying the Yoa
kum plan, to place the agricultural industry on a sound commercial 
basis, to encourage national cooperative marketing of farm products, 
nnd for other purposes, having considered the same, report it to Q!e 
House of Representatives with the recommendation that the same 
do pass. 

0t'"TLI~ OF THE BILL BY SECTIONS 

TITLE I. 'I'HE NATIONAL FARM MARKETING ASSOCIATION 

Section 1 : This section states tbe purpose of the bill in general 
terms. In order to promote and stimulate the orderly 1low of agri
cultural commodities in commerce, to remove burdens and restraints 
upon such commerce, and to provide for the processing, preparing 
for market, handling, pooling, storing, and marketing of these agri
cultural commodities through cooperative marketlng associations the 
bill creates a marketing corporation. The corporation, called the 
national farm marketing association, is referred to throughout the 
bill as the "national association." Twelve individuals are to be 
named by the three leading farm organizations (the Farmers' Educa
tional -and CooPer-ative Union of America, the National Grange and 
Patrons of Husbandry, and the .American Farm Bureau Federation) 
as the incorporators. Incorporation is to be held effected when the 
12 individuals so named accept and are specified by the President by 
Executive order. 

Section 2 : Section 2 confers upon tbe national association general 
corporate powers, perpetual succession, power to sue and to be sued, 
a corporate seal. power to 1 l:lke contracts, to acquire, hold, and dis
pose of necessary property, the power of appointment and removal 

of officers and employees, the power to adopt, repeal, and amend 
regulations, and such other general powers as are not specifically 
denied by law and as are necessary and proper for the conduct or 
the business of the corporation. Provision is also made in section 2 
that the principal office of the association shall be in the Di trict of 
Columbia. 

Section 3: Under thls section the national association Is authorized 
to provide or approve sy terns of accounting, to provide crop and 
marketing information, and to advise particularly with respect to 
diversification of crops and overproduction. The association is au
thorized to determine upon an annual budget in order to pay its 
expenses, to make assessments against commodities marketed by the 
interstate zone organizations, so that the loans and interest provided 
for in section 301 shall be paid to the United States and so that a 
reserve fund may be built up to enable. the national association to · 
remove the necessity of any governmental assistance in the way of 
loans. Under subdivision (f) of this section specific authority is given 
to acquire, construct, maintain, and dispose of or acquire rights of 
operation in storage warehouses, facilities for transportation in con
nection with storage of agricultural commodities, and facilities for 
processing commodities. 

Section 4: In this section a board of seven directors, <.'ailed the 
national board, is provided for, one of whom is to be designated by 
the President as fiduciary officer of the United States. This director 
is to continue in office until the loan provided for in section 301 is 
repaid to the United States, at which time his term of office will 
cease. He is paid no salary by the national association, and his ap
pointment is provided for only because of the loan feature of the bill. 
The other six directors are elected by the incorporators (two from each 
of the three organizations named in section 1) and their successors 
are to be elected by the members of the national association at the 
annual meeting provided for in section 7. The section contains provi
sions for salaries of the elected .directors, terms of office, and tbe 
usual provisions concerning vacancies and the number required to con
stitute a quorum for the transaction of business. The number of 
elected directors can not exceed 13. 

Section 5: The national association is to be a membership corpora
tion without capital stock, and section 5 makes provision for the mem
bers of the association. The incorporators designated in section 1 
are to be the first members, and successors are to be elected. in 
accordance with the provisions of section 203, by the representatives 
of the interstate zone organizations. Regularly elected members are 
to hold office for three years. 

Section 6: This section deals generally with the manner in which 
the national association is to commence operations after the passage of 
the act. No specific method has been prescribed, it being considered 
advantageous- to allow the association a free band in Its mode of pro
cedure, the only limitation upon its operations being that in so far as 
practicable existing cooperative associations and other marketing 
agencies which are immediately available should be utilized and com-' 
modities which are considered as best adapted to national cooperative 
marketing should first be selected. -

_Section 7 : This section imposes certain duties upon the memuers of th~ 
national association. They are requil·ed to convene at the call of the 
board of directors at an appointed place, annually to elect the dirt:!<!tors 
of the board, to fix the salaries of the directors, to approve the budget 
or the national association, and to prepare a schedule of commodity 
assessments which when approved by the board of dil·ector may be 
levied by the interstate zone organizations upon their members. GPner
ally, the members are to act as an advisory group to represent their 
organizations and to supervise the operations of the national bo:ud. · 

Section 8 : This section provides for branch offices of the national asso
ciation, and that the association is to be regarded as an inhabitant anu 
resident of the District of Columbia. 

Section 9: This section requires the association to keep books at its 
principal office showing the minutes of the meetings and accounts oi; 
the association's business transactions. 

Section 10: This section requires the national association to make an 
annual report to Congress in respect of all loallil until such loans are 
repaid. 

TITLE II. THE INTEBST.A.'.I'J'l ZONE COOPERATIVE MARKETING ASSOCIATION 

Section 201 : In order to carry out the functions vested in it by tbe bill1 

the national association is authorized to provide for the organization of 
interstate zone eooperative marketing associations in the several States. 
No specific form or organization is prescribed in the bill, so the na
tional association is authorized to provide the form of organization in 
each State whether by incorporation, contractual agreement, or other
wise. 

Section 202: Each interstate zone organization is to select annually a 
board of directors to direct the operations of the organir.~:ation, and the 
board is to elect annually an individual to represent it at an annual 
convention of the representatives of State associations. The principal 
duty of the interstate zone organization is to organize locnl cooperative 
associations in accordance with the provisions or the Capper-Volstead 
Act, entitled "An act to authorize associations of producers of agricul-



3554 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE FEBRUARY 11 
tural products," approved February 18, 1!>22. Any local cooperative 
associa t ion, already formed and included within the provisions of such 
act, is eligible to membership. 

Section 203 : The representatives selected by the interstate zone organi
zations, in accordance with section 202, are to convene annually at a 
designated place to elect the members of the national association. Each 
representative has but one vote, which must be cast in person. 

Section 204 : In order to regulate effectively the interstate zone organi
zation and local associations the national association is authorized to 
prescribe regulations requiring both local and interstate zone organiza
tions to adopt approved systems of accounting, to use the systems of 
reporting and disseminating crop and marketing information provided 
by the national association, to use approved forms of agreement under 
which a local association may be admitted to membership in a State 
association, to use intrastate· grading standards and marketing sched
ulE'S, not in conflict with law, for the commodities marketed through 
the iutE't·state zone organization, so as to avoid market glutting a.n.d de
structi>e trade conditions. The payment by the State association of 
the commodity asses ments, fixed by the interstate zone organi~ation 
under section 3, is here required by regulation. 

If the national association finds by a vote of two-thirds of its members 
that any interstate zone organization or local association has failed to 
comply 'vith any regulation prescribed under this ~ction, the national 
as. oclation will adopt a resolution publishing such finding, and there
upon the inte1·state zone organization association shall be ineligible, for 
a designated period, to obtain any loan provided in section 302, to be 
repre~ented at an annual convention of representatives of interstate 
zone organizations or to obtain the antitrust exemptions of section 303. 
If the violation is that of a local association, the interstate zone 
organization is not to be ineligible if, within 30 days, the interstate 
zone organization terminates or suspends the local association for a 
designated period of time. 

Section 205 : This section provides for operating zones to :facilitate mar
keting. Interstate zone organizations marketing a commodity, within a 
zone designated by the national association, may consolidate their 
mat·ketiug operations and may jointly contract with or establish such 
organization as they deem advisable. 

'l'ITLB III. :WISCELL.Una<>US PROVISIOMI!I 

Section 301: This section provides for an appropriation by the United 
States of $10,000,000, which is to be set aside as a revolving loan 
fund in the Treasm·y, available to the national association until Decem
ber 31, 1936. Payments from such fund are to be made only upon the 
direction of -the director designated by the President upon application 
by t11e national board. The loans are to bear interest at the rate of 
4 ~ per cent per annum until repaid, and repayment is to be made from 
commodity assessments fixed by the national association. 

Section 302 : The loans from such fund are to be made to the national 
as ·ociation :tor administration expenses, including expenditures :tor the 
organization of interstate zone organizations, for expenses incurred by 
it in its organization of local associations. 

Section 303: The Capper-Volstead Act, approved Februnry 18, 1922, au
thorizes producers of certain agricultural products to organize as coop
erative associations and provides that these associations may have 
marketing agencies in common. Under section 2 of the act, however, 
these associations are subject to regulation to prevent monopoly in re
straint of trade which may unduly enhance the price of a commodity. 
The act is designed to supplant the antitrust laws in so far as agricul
ture is concerned by removing these associations from the general ap
plication of the antitrust laws, but it places certain restrictions upon 
the as ·ociations which the Secretary of Agriculture is to enforce. Sec
tion 303 brings the national association and the interstate zone organiza
tions directly wj,thin the purview of the act by designating tl1em mal'ket
ing agencies, thereby gmnting them the antitrust law exemptions, but 
makes them subject to the same restrictions as a local association in 
so far as unreasonable price enhancement is concerned. 

Section 304: This section provides for cooperation with executive de
partments in order to effectuate tlle purposes of the act. Any Gov
ernmPnt establishment in the executive branch of the Government, upon 
written request of the national association, is authorized to cooperate 
with such association or with any interstate zone organization to such 
extent as the bead o:t such Government establishment deems compatible 
with the interests of the Government. 

Sections 305 and 306: Section 305 contains the usual separability pro
vision in the event of unconstitutionality, and section 306 reserves to 
the Congress the right to alter, amend, or repeal the provisions of 
the act. 

Section 307: Section 307 provides the short tltle of " National farm 
marketing association act of 1926." 

R. R. 11606, KNOWN AS THill CURTIS-ASWELL BILL, E:tiBODYI!'i"G THE YO.A.KUll 

PLAN, CRE.A.TilS A NATIONAL Ir.!.RM MARKETING ASSOCIA.TION AND--

Proposes a permanent marketing Not temporary relief only. 
system-

rroposes a marketing system na- Not a sectional marketing system. 
tional in scope--

rro'poses farmer control and man
agement-

Proposes that farmers themselves 
elect their ClWn officers

Proposes continuous service for 
efficient officers-

Proposes to control production and 
curb surpluses-

Proposes repayment of loan by 
commodity assessments fixed 
by the farmers-

Proposes self-made rules and regu
lations-

Proposes home t•ule for the Ameri· 
can farmer-

Proposes a separate ot·gani.zation 
for each farm commodity

Proposes State, zone, and national 
farmer boards-

Proposes :farmer representative 
control-

Proposes a loan of $10,000,000 for 
organization purposes by the 
Government to be repaid with 
interest-

Proposes to stabilize farm prices 
under economic laws-

Proposes to protect the con
sumers-

Proposes to absorb the unneces
sary proti ts of useless middle
men-

Proposes to prevent gambling and 
speculation-

Propo~s to solve the problems of 
domestic marketing-

Proposes a plain, simple law-free 
from technicalities-

Proposes to establish farmers in 
their own business-

ProposE's to establish true coop
eration-

Not governmental control or farm 
marketing. 

Not to throw selection of officials 
into political campaigns. 

Not that administrations periodi
cally change officials. 

Not to encourage overproduction. 

~ot an equalization fee as essed 
by a Federal board. 

Not to hamper fnrme1·s with Fed
eral dictation. 

Not to create Federal agC'nts or 
ingpectors. 

Not that one boat·d handle all 
commodities. 

Not to establish Federal bureaus 
and commissions. 

Not "}J{lrk ., or patronage. 

Not to place a heavy burden on 
the taxpayers by a subsidy from 
the Federal Treasury. 

Not to establish artificial Federal 
price fixing. 

Not to allow exorbitant price 
raising to the consumer. 

Not to increase the handling costs. 

Not to continue spectnlatiou in 
domestic markets. 

Not to leave domestic products in 
control -of the market monopoly. 

Not a complex statute, loaded 
down with indefinite tet·ms and 
technical phrases. 

Not to put the Government into 
the farm business. 

Not to establish State ocialism. 

Proposes economic independence-- Not to estalJlish paternali m. 

Concerning the merits of this bill, which for purposes of 
identification might be called the Curtis-Aswell-Hill bill, I in
vite the attention of this committee to the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of May 6, 1926, page 8836. in \Yhich Mr. ASWELL fully 
discusRed this bill. CQncerning this bill, Mr. AswELL said on 
page 8837: 

I propose to present a substitute for the Ilaugen bill. My substi
tute, embodying the Yoakum plan, is not a political l>ill, and should 
not be. The Republican leader of the Senate bas introduc d it in the 
Senate ~nd I in the House. It was reported by the Senate Committee 
unanimously in the last session. 

Here we have a bill, the Curtis-Aswell-Hill bill, reported 
favorably unanimously both by the Senate Committee on Agri
culture and by the House Committee on Agriculture, and thus 
reported favorably only a few months ago. Why is this bill 
to-day not the best solution of the question of farm relief? 
Again, on page 8837 of the RECORD for May 6, 1926, Mr. AsWET...L 
says--
the moment that we agreed to considc.>r this Curtls-Aswell bill in the 
committee, it was read :tor amendment. accepted as written. and is 
the only meaMu1·e of any consequence that comes out of the Committee 
on Agriculture with a unanimous favorable report. None of the others 
did. This bill ha& been reported by both committees unanimously. 

I have very great respect for the ability of the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. AsWELL]. I am seeking, as far as I am 
per. ·onally concerned, something for which I can properly vote 
in the way of real farm relief. I can not vote for the unsound 
governmental and uneconomical principles embodied in the 
McNary-Haugen bill. 

Again, I invite your attention to the remarks of l!.fr. AswELL 
on May 6, 1926, in reference to the McNary-Haugen bill, con
tained on page 8836 of the RECORD, which are as follows : 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, you 
have heard two speeches on tbis proposed agricultural legislation, one 
by the chairman of the committee, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
HAUGEN], who told you in detail that the Tincher bill was of no 
account and meant nothing and would accomplish nothing. Where
upon the gentleman from New .Jersey [Mr. FonT] told you in logical 
&equence that the Haugen bill was uneconomic, unsound, and danger-
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ous. The gentleman left the naugen bill more prostrate and more of a trolled by speculators, was the cause of agricultural depression, 
wreck than VoiGT, of Wisconsin, left it two years ago. I agree with and the bill to create a board to market such surplus was pre
both of the gentlemen in what they have said about each other's bill. pared and reported out of the Agricultural Committee of the 
[Laughter.] I have come to present a bill that contains none of the House, but did not receive sufficient votes to pass this body. 
bad features present~d by the other two. [Applause.] In the first session of this Congress the chief officers of the 

Three years ago for 12 days as a visitor I sat ln the British Par- farm organizations of the country, joined with a committee of 
liament. I heard that body, at the request of the Minister of Agri- 22 appointed by the governors of 11 North Central agricultural 
culture, without debate and practically by unanimous vote, repeal States and recommended to Congress a bill creating a board to 
the law guaranteeing the price of agricultural commodities after lt had handle such surplus and assessing the cost of its operation back 
been in force for exactly six months, at a cost of more than $100,- against the farmers themselves. Other bills were introduced 
000,000 to the treasury. and presented to the Agricultural Committee, with a result that 

I sincerelv desire to vote for farm relief. I have worked for three distin<;t bills wet·e reported by. that committee to . the 
farm relief ever siuce I have been a Member of Congress. To Ho~se,. and ~ t~~ .~ontes~ betwe.::n thei.r su~porter~. alleg!lt:ion~ 
me, to-day, the Curtis-Aswell bill is just as excellent a solution of . price fixmg, . Gover~en~ ill busilless, a~d subsidies 
of the quel-ltion as it was on May 6, 1926. If the opportunity w~re alleged agamst the b~l mdorsed by <?hall'man HAUGEN, 
arise , I propose to try to obtain a vote upon this bill as a sub- With the res~t ~hat sucJ;t legrslation ~as. agu~ de,~ea~ed. . , 
stitute for th~ McNary-Haugen bill. I ,. At the ~egmmng of this session ~ bill, ~~n wh~ch pnce ~g •. 

In reference to the workings of the McNary-Haugen bill, .th~, placmg ?f .the Government m busmess.. and all subsi-
Rhould it pa s and be held constitutional, the Baltimore Sun di~ were elimin!lte~ and the pi~ of creating a far~ board 
made .. orne remarks editorially on Tuesday, February 8, 1927, ! wr~ pow~r tC] ~ssist ill the ma;ketmg of what was designated 

hi ·h a· ry pertinent and which merit consideration by this 1 bas~c agncultmal products With the power to charge ba~k 
': c . re ve fo 1 . . agamst the industry producing the same all losses and costs m 
<:ommittee. They are as 1 ows · such marketing, was introduced by Chairman HAUGE){ of the 

Advocates of the McNary-IIaugen bill were much incensed when any House Agriculture Committee, which has received the favorable 
of the provisions of the bill were criticized last year. They saw 1n recommendation of both committees of the House and Senate, 
opposition to the measure either ignorance or some sort of depravity and such bills are now pending before both Houses. These bills 
and hostility to the fru:mer. It is surprising to hear them urging the are now opposed by those who do not beli~ve in granting legi ·
present bill because it has omitted some of the provisions contained 1n l lative relief to agriculture and those who believe the bills of 
the former one which was declared to be so perfect. But it is true that which they are the authors should have preference. 
the changes have improved the bill to the extent that they set up mGre But the farm organizations of this country are practically 
restrictions upon its operation. I unanimous in support o'f the McNary-Haugen bill, and it seems 

If the measure becomes a law, there is already assurance-provided it to me that those of us who know the depressed condition of 
it! not upset by the courts--that the agencies established by it are going I agriculture and desire to afford relief should unite in giving 
to have their hands full. Cotton now has a surplus so heavy as to de- to the farmers of this country the legislation they desire. 
mand immediate attention. Another large crop would swamp the re- I Some of the Members of the House from industrial dishicts, 
volving fund unless there is some limit put on how much of it shall no doubt, hesitate to ·support this bill because of the fact that 
go to the cotton planter. Winter wheat acreage has been increased. it is intended to increase the price of agricultural products 
over both 1924 and 1925. Last year's crop amounted to 840,000,000 throughout the country ; but let me say to them that if pros
bushels, far in excess of this Nation's eonsumption. Rice production perity can be restored to agriculture so that the 6,500,000 
bas largely increased, demanding other outlets. Tobacco producers farmers of the Nation can reasonably depend upon a fair 
are in the same boat, and corn bids fair to olfer the usual troublesome return for their labor and investment, that their buying power 
problem. will be increased on an average of at least $1,000 per year, 

Without such an otrer to take care of surpluses and hold up prices which will create $6,500,000,000 of increased business, the great 
as the McNary-Haugen bill hold out, favorable conditions will fill the majority of which will go to the industrial centers, and the 
bins and the barns of the Nation. With the additional allurement fur- American Federation of Labor so well realize this that they 
nisbed by $250,000,000 of the taxpayers' money, the farmer who bas a.re willing to pay a. SIJ?all incre~e in cost of agricul~al 
modern equipment and can produce at low cost has an invitation and products necessary to brmg prosperity to the farmers, which 
an incentive to go the limit. An equalization fee which would give a will in turn bring increased employment to themselves, and 
profit to Iowa, with its tnfiated farm values, not only tempts other have gone on rec<?rd .as favo~ing th~ pass~ge of this legislation. 
States to exploit their cheaper land but holds out an irresistible appeaL To create preJudice agamst this legiSlation, it has been 
They will be on hand with the goods and it is a safe prediction that we stated in the press and on the floor of Congress that the Presi
shall then hear that the only trouble with the McNary-Haugen relief dent is opposed to this legislation and will veto it, but I have 
plan is that it did not supply enough money. never been able to find anyone who would say that the Presi

dent himself has so stated. I know President Coolidge to be 
in sympathy with the present condition of agriculture and to 
be desirous of having it enjoy the same prosperity that has 
come to other industries. I am, therefore, unwilling to believ~ 
that this legislation will fall to receive his approval. 

I am strongly in favor of farm relief legislation. To me, 
however, the McNary-Haugen bill is impo~sible, unconstitu
tional, governmentally, and economically unsound. I hope the 
House will adopt some such legislation as House bill 17071, 
which, should it pass, may be cited as the "National farm mar
keting association act of 1927." 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. STRONG]. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Mr. Chairman and Members of the 
House, for six years we have been endeavoring to relieve agri
culture from the depressed condition it had, reached in 1919, 
1920, and 1921, and have passed over 30 laws in such effort. 

The most import..wt of these was the farmers' emergency 
tariff act, which stopped the dumping of the agricultural prod
ucts of other nations on our markets and which gave a 
monopoly to the American farmer of this Nation's markets. 
which are the best in the world, but because of the fact that 
agriculture is not organized to take advantage of such situa
tion it has failed to enjoy the prosperity that has come to other 
indlistries. 

Then in an endeavor to give needed financial relief we re
habilitated the War Finance Corporation, improved and liberal
ized the farm loan system, and created the intermediate credit 
act. And ·while agricultural prices have been increased gen
erally, a fair return to the farmers for their labor and invest
ment has not resulted, causing the national agricultural prob
lem, for it must be admitted that natio!lal p1·osperity can not 
prevail if agriculture, in which one-third of our population is 
employed, does not prosper, 

Three years ago it was generally agreed that the production 
of a necessary surplus of agricultural commodities over and 
above the Nation's needs, the markets for which were con-

Much criticism has been advanced because under the terms 
of the bill the farmers through their organizations are to be 
allowed to nominate those whom they desire to be appointed 
on the Federal farm board, but when it is · taken into con
sideration that i'his board is to provide· for the marketing of 
their products and charge the cost of so doing back to them, 
can it be said that such provision is an unjust or unreasonable 
one? 

'l"'hose who are against the bill claim that it will amount 
to nothing and fail to produce the desired results. Why, then, 
are they so bitter? The truth is that the attorneys and econo
mists and agricultural e:>..'J)erts who have been employed by the 
representatives of the farm organizations and the Committee 
of Twenty-two advise that this is the bill that will produce 
the best results for agriculture. 

My father, though a lawyer and business man, was for 26 
years interested in the grain and milling business in Illinois 
and Kansas, and fr9m the time I was a small boy until I was 
of age I had an opportunity to study the marketing of agricul
tural products, and though also a lawyer and business man, 
I have for years had invested the larger amount of what I 
have been enabled to accumulate in a dairy and stock farm, 
and believe that I have the experience to know the conditions 
that have prevented agricultural prosperity. 

Always just before the harvest, when the rep01·ts came out of 
the estimated surplus crops over and above the estimated needs 
of the country., such reports were promptly exploited by the 
speculators and big milling organizations who wanted to depress 
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the market so they might buy the farmers' crops at the low 
price they thus establi8hed. Then, after the farmers had sold 
their crops to settle with their landlords, their bank, or to pay 
their taxes or interest, and such crops hrid passed into the hands 
of the speculators, big millers' organizations and exporters, the 
pric-e reacted, and this thing has been going on for years, but if 
this bill is enacted into law, when the speculators, big ·dealers, 
and exporters begin to use the e~timated surplus to bear down the 
price before the han·est, the Federal farm board will announce 
that it has arranged that such surplus will be purchased and 
taken off the market, and the fact that they have $250,000,000 
at band to carry out their announced program will put every 
speculator and every bu;rer of the agricultural product on the 
upward side of the market, which will be stabilized at a fair 
p1ice, giving to the farmers a fair return for their labor and 
investment and resulting in prosperity to agriculture, so neces
sary to the prosperity of the Nation. 

Let me urge those who realize that if prosperity is to abide 
throughout our Nation it must be enjoyed by all, to not be mis
led in this contest, but to give their vote to the support of this 
bill that has been so carefully drawn and so unanimously ap
proved by the representatives of agriculture throughout the 
Nation. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Iowa {l\Ir. DoWELL]. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, the discussion on this legisla
tion has continued for a number of days. This legislation has 
been before Congress for a number of years and has been care
fully considered by both branches of the Congress. 

During all of the time this legislation has been under consid
eration no one has questioned the claim of the farmers that 
tl1ey are not receiving a fair and an equitable price for their 
products. 

· No one has questioned the proposition that agriculture is en
titled to a better and to a more stable market for its products 
than it bas been receiving. 

Prices of agricultural products, it is conceded, have not kept 
pace with the prices of nonagricultural products. Therefore, the 
prices the farmer must pay for the nonagricultural products are 
much greater than the prices he is able to secure for his own 
products. 

The purchasing power of the dollar of the farmer has been 
greatly reduced by reason of the disparity in the prices he is 
able to get for llis products. and the prices he is compelled to pay 
for the commodities he must buy. 

In other words, he must buy the things he must use in a home 
protected market, and he must sell his products in a market 
fixed by world prices. 

Under these conditions the farmers of the cotmtry are un
able to carry on their business at the prices they are receiving. 

This condition has existed for a number of years, and the 
time has arrived when Congress should act. 

I shall vote for the McNary-Haugen bill, and I earnestly 
hope it may pass at this session of Congress. [Applause.] 

Mr. KINCHELOE. l\1r. Chairman, I yteld to~ the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. CANFIELD]. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, in dis
cussing the question of farm legislation, I do so after having 
gh·en it a great deal of study and consideration. I was born 
and reared on a farm in Dearborn County, Ind., and know some
what of the hardships of the farmer. I know what it means to 
get up at 4 in the morning and work until dark from early 
spring until late in the fall as the farmers ao in my part of 
the country. And the worst of it all is without receiving just 
consideration for the efforts they put forth. 

Ever since I have been a Member of Congress one of my 
greatest desires has been to help our farmers in some way, so 
that they can be brought up on a par with other industries, 
occupations, and professions, and to see that they are reason
ably r warded for their labor. 

In the past those that have been interested in the cause of 
the farmer have been defc 1ted in this body when bills that 
woultl have been helpful to agriculture were presented. 

The Agricultural Committee has been consiUering and in
Yestigating farm legislation for over four years, and during 
the first and second sessions of this Congress they have had 
some of the best minds of the country before it, and thank 
goodness they are now recommending a bill to this body that 
should have the loyal support of everyone that is interested in 
helpinf! our farmers and placing them iu a position to get the 
consider a tion for their ·efforts they so justly deserve. 

The bill that the Agricultural Committee has favorably re
ported to this body has the indor~ement of practically all the 
big farm organizations and best farmers of the counti·y. It is 
true that they do not all agree that this is the be .. t SQlution to 
this great problem. I, myself, think that permanent relief 

could have been given to the farmers in a different way and 
that it would have been much better for the farmers in the long 
run, but under this administmtion, in my opinion, this is the 
best and only way that we can pass legjslation that will help 
our farmers, and everyone knows that help they must haye 
and that without delay. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, when we look out over the 
agricultural sections of this great country of ours and see 
banks by the hundred:-:; closing their doors and farmers by the 
thousand, giving up in despair and abandoning their farms, 
something must be done and done without further delay. 

In the campaign last fall we heard much about the great 
prosperity of the land, but those of us who live in the agricul
tural sections of this country know that we do not have pros
perity, but instead depression all over the agricultural sections, 
and those . that have given this great question consideration 
know that depres ion is spreading all over the land. and without 
something i8 done to relieve the di tressed conditions in the 
agricultural ~ections, we are facing a very serious condition in 
the very near future. You can not long continue to have pros
perity in the industrial sections with our agricultural sections 
depressed as they ru·e to-day. 

During the discussion on this legislation we have often heard 
it referred to as a revolutionary measure and experimental and 
dangerous. It is experimental ; that is true; so was the Inter
state Commerce Commission act and the law that made it po ·
sible for us to have the great Federal banking system and every 
other new system of any kind that had for its purpose the 
changing of an established way of doing things. 

In -the debate on the agricultural bills that were presented 
at the last session of this Congress the records show that one 
Member stated that there should be an industrial bloc to oppose 
the farmers in their efforts for legislation and that the farmers' 
problem ~as a western problem. 

1\fr. Chairman and gentlemen, I feel that instead of the busi
ness interests of the country organizing to work against the 
farmers. they should by all means organize to help them ; in 
fact, the business men of our country can do no greater thing 
for their own f'llture interests than to help solve the agricul
tural question. Every business man in America surely realizes 
that agriculture is the foundation on which we all depend. 
'Vhen the farmer prospers better business conditions follow, and 
when the farmer is depressed, as he is at the present time, poor 
bm;;iness conditions are bound to be the result. 

A large corporation manufacturing a class of furniture in 
this country made a general survey of the country to find out 
what it would mean to them if the farming conditions of the 
country could in some way be improved, and after compiling ilie 
figures of this survey they made the statement that if the 
earning power of every farmer in the country could be increased 
$50 a year they could double their business. If this is true 
with this co111oration, it iE likewise true of others in other lines 
of business. 

The facts are, gentlemen, that it takes a very small diJTerence 
in the income of the fru·mer to make a big difference in busi
ness conditions. If the farmers of the country were able to 
make $1 an acre more each yeal' it would mean an increase of 
$500,000,000 annually to business, and to take $1 an acre off 
their earning power would mean from 20 to 30 per cent more 
failures in business. 

This being true, the question of improving agricultural con
ditions should be of mutual interest to our business men and 
laboring men, as well as our farmers, for when the farmer is 
prosperous business will be good and labor will be in greater 
demand. -

For our farmers to be prosperous it is necessary that he 
be able to sell the things he produces on his farm at a profit; 
or, in other words, he must be able to get more than it costs 
him to produce it. 

Under the bill that has been recommended by the Agriculture 
Committee the Government will insure orderly marketing of 
farm products and stabilize agriculture the same as it has 
industry, labor, finances, and railroads. 

With our present high protective tariff laws and restricted 
immigration laws aiding industry and labor, something must 
be done to stabilize agriculture and insure orderly marketing 
of farm products or our farmers can never expect to forge to 
the front so as to be able to cope with industry and labor. 

Farming does not differ much from industry, and when our 
farmers are given an equal chance they can operate on a 
profitable basis, but they can not expect to do so as long as 
other classes are given legislation that will be helpful to them 
and the farmers left to work out their own problems. 

I realize, as many of you do, that there are many things that 
could be done to hell) the farmer, such as lowering the p1·esent 
tariff law, reducing transportation cha~ges, and many other 
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things; but these are tmposSiole under the present administra
tion, so let us all join hands regardless of -our political affilia
tions or what part of the country we come from and pass 
legislation that will put farming on a profitable basis. 

The question is often asked as to how the Haugen bill if 
made a law could help in any way now that the tariff as a 
yardstick has been taken out. My friends, in answer to this 
I will say that if there was nothing else to the bill outside 
of orderly marketing, farm products would be advanced, be
cause, when farm products are marketed in an orderly way 
and not rushed on the market so that the markets are glutted 
at certain seasons of the year, farm prices can not help but 
be more stable. 

Our Government proved what could be done in this respect 
in 1920 when cotton dropped from 34 to 9 cents. You will re
call that when this happened the War Finance Corporation sent 
men into the South to instruct the cooperatives to have the 
growers bring in their cotton and put it in a warehouse, get a 
warehouse receipt, and the money for the value of their cot
ton, cotto.n began to advance at once; and in 90 days the price 
of cotton had doubled. 

The Brazilian Government passed a law to stabilize the price 
of coffee. At that time they were getting 3lh cents per pound, 
and to-day they are getting several times that amount. 

What has been done in the past can be done in the future. 
If other countries can stabilize prices on farm products, so can 
we, if the Congress will pass constructive farm legislation a~d 
the President will see that this legislation is made a law by 
annexing his signature to it. 

But orderly marketing is not all this bill provides for. In 
addition to orderly marketing it provides definitely for dealing 
with agricultural commodities. It provides for assistance to 
cooperative associations in handling the surplus of any agricul
tural commodities, whether they be one of the five basic com
modities or not. It provides for loans to help cooperative asso
ciations to construct or purchase facilities for storage and 
processing of agricultural commodities, and further prov}des 
that these loans may be paid off on the installment basis over a 
period of 20 years. 

Under this bill we will have the farm cooperative associations 
all working as one body, and they will be able to secure for the 
P!'Oducers a bargaining power that will influence the prices at 
which their commodities sell. In other words, they will be able 
to demand a price for their commodities that will give them a 
profit under ordinary conditions and not compel them to sell at 
a loss, as they are compelled to do at the present time. 

My friends, as I have previously stated, this is not the first 
experimental legislation that has been passed. Every piece of 
legislation that has been enacted in the past that changed the 
system of doing things from the old-established system has been 
experimental, and never in the history of the country were the 
conditions that demanded that experimental legislation or any 
other kind of legislation be enacted, such as exists at the pres
ent time. 

In all countries outside of the United States, Canada, and 
Australia farming is a peasant occupation, 8lld it is only in 
these three countries that the farmer enjoys the status of inde
pendence, with full privileges of citizenship, and is on a par 
with those engaged in other callings; but while our farmers are 
free and independent in the United States at the present time, 
without some legislation is enacted, be it experimental or what
ever you care to call it, the time is not far off when our farmers 
will, many of them, be peasants or even worse, and while, as I 
stated in the beginning, this legislation may not make it possible 
to handle the farmers' problems the best way possible, in the 
opinion of many of the Members present, the bill that has 
been reported out by the committee is the best that we can 
expect to get at this session of Congress, and it is evident that 
we must accept this or nothing. If the Members of Congress 
are really interested in helping the farmers, they will support 
this proposed legislation and do everything they can to see that 
it is passed, so that it can be submitted to the President before 
Congress adjourns. 

In the debate on this bill we often hear "the subsidy" re
ferred to. But, gentlemen, this is the bill that does not have a 
subsidy. The representatives from the farm organizations have 
not asked for a subsidy, and the American Farm Bureau Fed
eration is specifically opposed to a Government subsidy, as they 
do not want the Government to pay the losses incurred from the 
disposition of surpluses. This bill provides that a " revolving 
fund" of $250,000,000 be authorized and that the board make 
loans from the fund to the stabilization fund, and when the 
equalization fees are collected the revolving fund is replenished 
by repayment of the loan made by the Government with inter
est. By handling it in this way all losses are met by the stabill-

zation fund obtained by the assessment and collection of the 
equalization fee upon the unities of the commodities. 

Under the provisions of this bill I think this loan is abso
lutely safe, for the commodity pays the cost of disposing of 
its surplus through the equalization fee paid by the commodity 
and placed at such amounts as will provide all necessary funds. 
This is paid in the stabilization fund and is always the aggre
gate amount of all equalization fees collected on each com
modity. The stabilization fund will be used to pay off the re
volving fund, which is at all times drawing 4 per cent interest 
on all money advanced from the Federal Treasury. 

If this fund is properly handled-and we have no reason to 
believe it will not be-there will be no loss to the Government, 
because the revolving fund will be in the hands of a Federal 
farm board of 12 men in addition to the Secretary of Agricul
ture, an ex officio member. These men will be selected, one 
each, from the 12 Federal land-bank districts, and should_ at 
all times be practical men and men that are at heart in sym
pathy with the farmers' cause. Men of this class will not only 
see that this money is used to promote stability and effective 
protection for agriculture, but will likewise guard the Govern
ment against loss. 

The greatest trouble with our farm problem is that there are 
a large number of people who take it upon themselves to 
recommend policies and tell the farmers how to run their busi
ness, when the facts ·are that these so-called advocates are not 
farmers and· know nothing about farming. This bill provides 
that the men that have charge of handling this entire proposi
tion be farmers or men who know somewhat of their problems 
and who are interested in their success. 

The agricultural problem is not a local problem but instead 
a national problem, and U must be handled in a national eco
nomic way and not as a community or State problem. Under 
this bill it wi,ll be handled as a national problem, and results 
can and will be obtained. 

We very often hear this legislation referred to as " farm 
relief." Personally I do not like to hear that term used, be
cause the farmers in this bill are not asking for relief, but 
instead for legislation that will enable them to relieve them
selves by putting them in position to get a fair price for: the 
commodities they have to selL 

There are reported to be over 10,000 cooperative organiza
tions in the United States. As long as these cooperatives work 
independently of each other they can accomplish very little, 
but when they are all joined together in a national organization 
they can put into practice the fundamental principles of na
tional cooperative marketing the same as large producers of 
other industries, and by so doing cut down the tremendous 
spread between producer and consumer. 

Under the present system of marketing the producer receives 
approximately seven and one-half billion dollars for their crop 
and the consumers pay approximately twenty-two and one-half 
billion dollars, or three~ times as much as the producer receives. 
With these conditions existing no wonder our farmers are not 
able to pay their taxes and are losing their homes, and the 
surprising thing of it all is that they have stood it as long as 
they have, for had this condition existed with organized labor 
or industry, I doubt very much-yes ; I know-that Congress 
would have enacted legislation long before this that would have 
taken care of the demands made by them. 

Those that are opposing the plan proposed under the Haugen 
bill continue to argue that it is not workable. I can frankly say 
that I think it will work. At least it is worth a trial. We 
must do something toward adopting a program of some kind to 
help the farmers, and if it does not work out as we expect it 
will we can amend it after we have had the experience as we 
are continually doing with other programs that have been 
adopted, some of which have not worked out exactly as was 
expected. 

The Feder8J bank law is a wonderful advancement in the 
handling of business affairs of the country, but this law was 
not perfect when it was passed, and is continually being changed 
in some manner. The transportation act was by no means a 
perfect measure. The law creating the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has likewise been amended. As a matter of fact 
there has never been any constructive legislation passed in this 
body but what it has been found necessary to amend it at 
some time, and we can feel assured that this bill, when it be
comes a law, will have to be amended, and possibly in many 
ways; but as I stated before the deplorable condition of our 
farmers demands that we adopt a program of some kind that 
will give them the advantages of orderly marketing through 
control of surplus and secure a protected market to the pro
ducers of our farm crops. 

• 
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At the present time, according to the table put out by the 

Agriculture Department, the farmer's dollar is worth only 85 
cents on the dollar, and I will say right here that these figures 
are higher than any figures put out before the campaign of 
1926, and this may be the average for the farmers all over the 
country, but, personally, I think these figures are entirely too 
high for our Indiana farmers, but even if t:hiB figure applied to 
our State, we all know that the value of the farmer's dollar is 
entirely too low, and the purpose of this bill is to put the 
farmer's dollar on a par with the industrial dollar by stabiliz
ing the price of farm commodities so that they can be sold at a 
profit, and thereby putting agriculture on a par with industry. 

Another thing that wlll help stabilize the farmer's dollar 
is the fact that this bill, when made a law, will te~d to elimi
nate the speculators from their gambling operations in grain, 
and by so doing help the farmers to get a better profit and make 
it possible for the consumer to buy at a lower price. This has 
long been an evil that has kept the farmer from getting a fair 
price when it was necessary for him to market his crop, and it 
has proved very expensive to the consumer, as they have had 
to pay the tremendous profit made by the speculators. 

Gentlemen, as Members of this great body, each and every 
one of us must bear in mind that our farm homes are the forti
fications of our social and political stability. The prosperity of 
our agricultural sections and indusb·ial sections should be mu
tual, and a way must be found to bring the price of farm 
commotlities up to a par with industrial commodities, or otber
wi:-:e it will be necessary to lower the price of industrial 
commodities. 

The time has come when something must be done. Both of 
the great political parties, in their recent platforms, promised 
the farmers that something would be done to relieve the de
pre sed condition that prevails all over the agricultural sections 
of this country. Our farmers have a right to expect your sup
port on this legislation. This is our opportunity to help them. 
Therefore, why not fulfill the promise that has been made by 
voting for this bill, and by so doing not only help our farmers 
to get the consideration they so justly deserve but help industry 
as well, for the farmers' prosperity means prosperity for alL 

Gentlemen, we can not soft pedal this question longer. Our 
farmers must have consideration in the way of legislation that 
will be helpful to them, otherwise we are all going to suffer 
much worse than we have ever suffered in recent years. 

Those of us who are really interested in the farmers' cause 
must not be led astray on this question by those that are 
camouflaging the issue. If the farmer is to be put in position 
where he can get back on his feet it is up to us all to g~t 
behind this legislation, whether it is exactly what we want or 
not, and put it over, so that not only our farmers will be 
prosperous but industry and labor as well. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. THOMPSON]. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask to have the follow
ing article read by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows : 
[From the Paulding (Ohio) Republican of February 3, 19271 

TIMID FOR CONGRESS TO u SHOOT n 

In Sunday's issue of the Cleveland News appeared a cartoon en
titled the "Problem." On the limb of a tree sat a bird labeled "Farm
ers' troubles." Beside the bkd was a fat purse labeled "Consumers' 
pocketbook." Below occupying a prominent position was a large man . 
labeled " Congress-" with a double-barrel shotgun under his arm. The 
gun was called "Price-fixing legislation." The idea intended to be 
conveyed by the cartoonist is that Congress can not shoot the farmers' 
troubles with price fixing wl.thout at the same time killing or injuring 
tbe consumers' purse. 

If this cartoon expresses the city folks' attitude toward higher and 
better prices for farm products, we consider it to be a narrow and 
unfair one. There bas never been a time in the history_ of the country 
that laborers in the factories and labor of all kinds-carpenters, masons, 
plasterers, painte1·s, and all forms of labor in the cities--have received 
such high wages as they a1·e receiving to-day. There has never been a 
time that the business man's profits have been as high in bulk as they 
are to-day in the cities. The farmers as a class are not opposing these 
high wages. But it is the big profits and the high wages paid whi.ch 
make the prices of everything the farmer buys out of proportion in 
price to the prices of things be has to sell. The city man, whether he 
is employed in a factory, a store, or whatever his occupation, ought to 
be willing to pay enough more for what be eats-the farmers' products-
so that the producer of his food, too, may enjoy some of the prosperity 
that the city citizen enjoys. If the fear that legislation to help the 
farmer secure better prices for his product will increase the price to 
the city consumers is the only thing that stands in the way of its en
actment, we say to Congress "Shoot." The farmers have been standing 
tor the ~h cost of manufactured articles, made so by high wages paid. 

for several years, and it is high time that they be given some additional 
relief. 

Laborers are organized to protect their interests, manufacturers are 
also well organized for the same purpose. It seerus that the farmers 
can not organize effectively. There are so many of them and their 
interests are so varied. And in his business he has to contend with 
many things beyond his control-weather, floods, drought, storms, insect 
pests, and other calamitous things. For these reasons we believe the 
Government is justified in giving him special aid. So again we say to 
Congress, " Shoot." 

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Chairman, the foregoing editorial 
from the Paulding Republican, just read from the Speaker's 
desk, represents the sentiment of my district, which is an agri
cultural district, pure and simple. The editorial reflects the 
sentiment in a Republican county. In this connection I ask 
to have read from the desk a joint resolution of the General 
Assembly of Ohio calling for farm legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the Clerk will read. 
There was no objection, and the Clerk read as follows: 

Joint resolution memorializing Congress to enact proper agricultural 
relief legislation 

Whereas a combination of circumstances prevailing in the United 
States since the close of the great World War has ushered in a period 
of financial loss and depression in agriculture both in the great State 
of Ohio and the Nation at large; and 

Whereas agriculture occupies the position of our one basic industry, 
on which depends the success of all other industries ; first, because it 
supplies materials upon which depends the employment of over one
hall the industrial workers of our land; second, because agriculture 
supplies one-eighth of the tonnage of the railroad system of the United 
States and almost one-half of our foreign exports; and, third, because 
the capital invested in industries of quarries, mines, and manufacturing 
combined; and 

Whereas the pages of history furnish unmistakable evidence that 
the security and prosperity of any nation is in grave danger when its 
agricultural structure begins to decay : Therefore 

Be it resolved. by the Gene1·al Assembly of the State of Ohio, That 
we, tbP. members of the Ohio General Assembly (memorialize the Con
gress of the nited States to make an earnest effort to enact such 
legislation at the earliest possible moment as may tend to protect our 
Nation from the effects of further agricultural decline and offer what
ever possible aid toward its recovery as may come within its power, 
and request our Ohio delegation to give such legislation their faithful 
support. 

Mr. THOMPSON. 1\Ir. Chairman, this resolution represent8 
the sentiment of 173 members of the House and Senate 
of the State of Ohio, 30 of whom are farmers. At the opening 
of this debate we had some remarks about the attitude of the 
people of Ohio. Ohio is a peculiar State. It is represented 
largely by cities. The city Members from Ohio, of course, will 
undoubtedly not vote for farm relief to any great extent, but 
the Members who represent the agricultural districts of Ohio 
do not see their way clear to placing themselves in the same 
attitude as the city Members from Cincinnati, Cleveland, 
Youngstown, and Toledo. Rural Ohio is for farm relief, and 
we are very mu<:h in favor of it. 

THI'l NECESSITY FOR AGRICULTURAL LEGISLATION 

Mr. Chairman, the problem of aiding the American farmer 
is one of the greatest questions before this Congress. I am 
glad to say that some progress has been made looking toward 
its solution. 

A year ago the House Committee on Agriculture, of which 
I have the honor to be a member, held extended bearings cov
ering the period of many weeks and reported to this House the 
Haugen farm relief measure, which was subsequently defeated 
by a close vote. This year the House Committee on Agriculture 
again took up the problem of extending relief for agricultm·e, 
because it deemed it a matter of paramount importance to the 
entire country to work out an agricultural policy which would 
be sound and workable and which would give the farmers real 
relief. After listening to various proposals the committee by 
a vote of 13 to 8 ordered a favorable report on a revised form 
of the Haugen bill. The burden of responsibility for action to 
place agriculture on a sound economic basis now rests with the 
Members of this Congress. The farmers of the Nation are 
looking to them for favorable action in response to their pleas 
before the adjournment of this session. 

There are few people now who are willing to dispute the 
contention that something must be done to assist agriculture. 
It is now generally admitted that the farmers are not receiv
ing their fair share of the national income, and that their eco
nomic situation is far below that of all of the other groups in 
this country. Business leaders, labor leaders, representatives 
of industrial groups have all conceded these facts. This in 
itself is indicative of the progress which has been made, be-
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cause a few years ago and even so recently as a year ago there 
were those who were ready to deny the need for anything being 
done to help the fa1·mers and who advocated letting things 
alone, on the theory that sooner or later the farmer would get 
whatever readjustment he was entitled to. 

While practically all are agreed now as to the unfavorable 
condition of agriculture as compared with other industries, 
there al'e some differences of opinion as to the remedy for this 
·ituation. There are still some persons who take the position 
tllat Congress can do nothing in a legislative way to assist the 
farmers out of their plight, even though the existence of dis
tres. ing conditions is admitted. Congress, however, can not 
jutltly reject the farmers' pleas on this ground. Congress has 
aided other indusb·ies in the 'COuntry by legislative enactment 
in times past; why should Congress refuse the farmers now in 
their day of need. I am not one of those who is willing to 
take the position that because the problem is great we should 
therefore stand helpless. The farmers are entitled to the same 
consideration from Congress which other groups have already 
had. 

In a speech which I delivered before this House on May 23, 
1924, I called attention to the many laws enacted by Congress 
for the relief and assistance of other industries. I called atten
tion to the aid given to the railroads through the transportation 
act, to the aid given to labor through the immigration law, the 
Adamson eight hour law, minimum wage laws, and workmen's 
compensation and insurance laws, to the aid given to the 
manufacturers and other groups through tariff laws and other 
forms of governmental assistance. The banks have been aided 
by Federal legislation providing for the Federal reserve system. 
The railroads are enabled, through Federal legislation, to oper
ate with assurance that they will be able to exact from the 
people a reasonable profit after all costs have been met--and 
the farmer pays a large share of these profits. Great hydro
electi.ic corporations, distributing power over territories cover
ing many States, are likewise enabled, through legislation, to 
operate with the assurance that they can expect from the public 
a comfortable profit after all costs have been taken care of. If 
we can help the railroads, the banks, the manufacturers, great 
corporations, and organized labor through legislation, we surely 
should be. able to do something for the greatest industry in this 
country-the business of agriculture. No one is foolish enough 
to contend or expect that Congress can by legislation make 
poor farmers successful or prt.. ., iue a panacea for all the ills 
of agriculture, but Congress can create conditions which will 
remove the disparity between agriculture and other industries 
and enable the farmers to secure through their own efforts their 
fair share of the national income. 

li'URTHER J n'ESTIGATIO~ NOT NEEDED 

There are some who are still urging that further investiga
tions be conducted concerning the agricultural problem. Such 
proposals either re>eal a lack of knowledge of what has ah·eady 
been <lone or else occasion suspicion that the real motive back of 
~uch proposal is to defeat the demands of the farmers for an 
adequate agricultural program. We have had plenty of investi
gations of the agricultural problem ; the Agricultural Inquiry 
Commission made an exhaustive study of this problem; com
mittees of Congres::; have spent months of time gathering testi
mony and inYestigating agricultural conditions as well as st-udy
ing various remedies for the solution of agricultural problems; 
various farm organizations have given the matter a great deal 
of attention and detailed study; the National Industrial Con
ference-Board, representing the industl'ial interests of the Nation, 
has made a complete and exhaustive inquiry into agricultural 
problems; various indh"iduals and Memb rs of Congress have 
also given a great deal of time and study to these problems; 
and in addition to all these investigations the Department of 
Agriculture has maintained a large number of agricultural ex
perts at work constantly in research and investigation on prac
tically eYery phase of farm problems. 'What we need now more 
than anything else is not investigations into the ills of agricul
ture but action in providing a remedy for these ills. 

The distribution of the income which results from the pro
duction of agricultural products or any other form of wealth 
may be very inequitably divided among the various economic 
groups handling this wealth, due to arbitrary laws or due to 
customs which are permitted. Adam Smith, famous English 
economist, recognized this fact. He stated in his work, Prin
ciples of Pelitical Economy, Book 2, chapter 1, section 1: 

The laws and conditions of the production of wealth partake of 
the character of pb·ysical truths. There is nothing optional or arbi
trary in them. Whatever mankind produces must be produced in the 
modes and under the conditions imposed by the constitution of ex
ternal things, and by the inherent properties of their own bodily and 
mental structure: • • • It is not so with the distr~bution of 

-wealth. That is a matter of human institution solely. The distribu
tion of wealth depends upon the laws and customs of society. The 
.rules by which it is determined are what the opinions and feelings 
of the :roling portion of the community make them, and are very 
ditl'erent in different ages and countries and might be still more dif
ferent if mankind so choSe. 

SURPLUS PROBLEM NOT NEW 

The su.rpius problem is not a new problem by any means. 
From the days of Joseph and Pharaoh down to the present time 
it has played an important part in agriculture. The existence 
of a surplus of farm crops is a desirable thing for the public 
welfare. The world is always only a short distance away from 
starvation, and it is only through the existence of surpluses 
that we are tided over the emergencies resulting from Cl'op 
failures and food shortage. Furthermore, in the interest of the 
national defense it is extremely important that we maintain 
self-sufficiency in food supplies. This is one of the most im~ 
portant lessons to be learned from the recent World War. 
Still further, the maintenance of a surplus of exports of fnrm 
commodities is beneficial to the country generally because it 
helps to make possible the maintenance of a favorable balance 
of trade. 

Thus the existence of a surplus of agricultural products, 
within reasonable limits, is a desirable state of affairs, but the 
farmers, under the present conditions, are unduly penalized 
for the production of these surpluses. Our present marketing 
system, operating under existing conditions, forces most of 
the farmers to dump their entire year's production within a 
short time, with the resultant glutting of markets, which de
presses the price far below the actual value of the products. 
The middlemen wait until prices are unduly depressed an:l 
then step in and buy the farmer's product at a low price, store 
it, and allow it to trickle out to the consumers or to the proc
essers in just the quantities which will be taken without low
ering the price; and everyone who handles the farmers' product 
reaps a large profit, whereas the farmer who produces it is 
forced frequently to take less than the cost of production. In 
other words, the inability of the majority of the farmers to 
withhold their crop from the market and dispose of it in an 
orderly fashion prevents them from securing the price which 
the normal operation of supply and demand would justify. 

The farmer also suffers as a result of a production of a sur
plus because he fails to get the full benefit of the tariff under 
these conditions. In a commOdity like wheat, where there is 
wide competition in the markets of the world and when we 
produce more than we can consume at home, the price of that 
which is exported is determined by the world price, which is 
simply the price which it will bring in competition with other 
wheat in the markets of the world. Where there is a large 
exportable surplus the price which is obtained for the exported 
wheat largely determines the price for the wheat which is sol<l 
in this country, so that the farmers fail to get the added bene
fit in price which the tariff would give them if we had no 
wheat to export and kept foreign-grown wheat from coming 
over the tariff wall. Theoretically, the tariff should gi\e the 
farmers for the portion sold in domestic markets a price equal 
to the world price plus the tariff, but the present method of 
handling exportable surpluse tends to depress the domestic 
price down to the le>el of the world price. 

We are thus faced with this dilemma; the country generally 
is benefited by the production of agricultural surpluse , but the 
farmer is unduly penalized for producing such surpluse.. How 
shall we deal with this problem so as to make it possible to 
provide a reasonable surplus without unduly depressing the 
price to the producers? 

THil ACREAGE PROBLEM INEFFECTUAL 

There are some who advocate the elimination of surpluses 
through control of acreage. Such a plan, however, would be im
practicable, ineffective, and dangerous. To obtain reduction of 
acreage there must necessarily be unanimous action on the 
part of all producers or else those who refuse or fail to co
operate in such a program reap all the benefits of it at the 
expense of those who make the sacrifices. Such unanimous 
action is practically impossible under existing conditions with 
the majority of the farmers outgide of farm organizations ; and 
most farmers would probably resent any attempt by the Gov
ernment to compel the individual grower to plant a certain 
number of acres and no more. Furthermore, any wholesale 
plan of limitation of acreage other than purely voluntary 
agreements entered into by the growers would be likely to re
sult in injustice, because it would be difficult, if not impossible, 
to determine what acreage would be proper for every individual 
grower. 

Even if it were possible and practicable to work out a plan 
by whictl the acreage of a certain c1·op should be 1·estricted to 
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a given ~m(n].nt, there ':Vould still be no assurance as to what · 
the production would be. There are numerous instances on 
record in which the total production in this country has in
creased greatly above a given amount during one year to be 
followed by as great a reduction in production the following 
year without any appreciable change in the amount of acreage. 
Change in weather conditions, ravages of insect pests, and plant 
diseases and greatly varying conditions of growth ·bring about 
tremendous fluctuations in production, even though the acreage 
should be maintained at the same level, so that it is impossible 
to assure satisfactory results from a program which is based 
entirely upon the control of acreage. 

There is also the added danger that foreign count-ies would 
take advantage of an acreage-reduction program in this country 
by increasing their acreage. Southern cotton growers are faced 
now with just this possibility. They have been urged to plant 
less cotton in order to enhance the price, and now foreign 
countries are urging their growers to plant more cotton. As a 
remedy for the agricultural problem acreage control alone is a 
dangerous proposition. 

If acreage control is an unsatisfactory remedy, the attempt 
to apply such a remedy under the existing conditions, with the 
farmers largely unorganized, would be doubly impracticable. 
Advocates of this plan, who say this is the only hope for the 
farmers' salvation, attempt to support their statements by 
trying to point out analogies between manufacturing industries 
and the business of farming. They argue that the manufacturer 
is able to maintain a profitable price by regulating the amount 
of the supply produced and that the farmer should follow a 
similar method. Theoretically, it is easy to advise the farmers 
to produce less, but the application to specific individuals is a 
far different matter. 

The individual farmer is in a different situation from that 
of the great manufacturer. The manufacturing industry is 
much more concentrated than that of farming. The total num
ber of manufacturers is smaller; large numbers of them are 
associated together in corporations and through interlinking 
of corporations; and the bulk of the industry is oftentimes con
fined to a relatively small area of the country. The business 
of farming, however, is made up of relatively small units, each 
one operating independently of the other, with the exception 
of the minority. who are associated in cooperative associations. 
With more than 6,000,000 farmers in this country, and more 
than 12,000 cooperative associations which handle only a small 
portion of the total production, the problem of controlling the 
produdion is obviously far more difficult for agricultural prod
ucts than for manufactured products. 

Furthermore, the manufacturer can decrease his production 
for six months or for one month, one week, or for even one 
day. He can entirely curtail his production for a given period, 
or he can limit the output to one-half the capacity of his plant; 
whereas the farmer must decide at the time of planting as to 
the amount which he expects to produce during the entire year, 
and having once planted the crop he must either carry through 
his program of production or else incur a considerable loss in 
labor and investment. Still further, the manufacturer who 
closes down his plant for a given period .is able to eliminate 
his labor cost during that period, whereas the individual farmer, 
particularly the one who employs no labor other than himself, 
can not reduce his labor cost if he curtails his production below 
no1·mal capacity. · 

This results in a higher cost of production to the farmer than 
to the manufacturer when the volume of production is reduced. 
FuTthermore, in a period of depression and overproduction 
there are large numbers of farmeTs who are forced by economic 
necessity to add to their individual production in order to 
secure a larger number of bushels or a larger number of pounds 
of farm produce with which to meet their obligations. The 
control of acreage as a sole remedy for the surplus problem is 
therefore inadequate in its operation, impracticable of execu
tion, and likely to be dangerous in its consequences. 

MONEY LOANING NOT GOOD FOR FARMERS 

Another remedy which has been proposed for dealing with 
the surplus problem is to extend more credit to the farmers 
and cooperative associations. While there may be individual 
instances in which farmers and cooperative marketing associa
tions may require better credit facilities, this proposal as a 
remedy for the surplus problem is utterly inadequate. What 
the farmer needs is not more facilities for borrowing money, 
but a better price for what he has to sell so that he can pay 
back some of the money that he has already borrowed instead 
of going further into debt. 

The Country Gentleman, one of the leading farm journals 
in this country, squght the opinion of representative farmers 
and farm leaders in all sections of the country last fa!l as to 

whether or not the farmer needed more credit for personal or 
cooperative use. Two questions were asked: 

First. Does the farmer need more credit for personal or 
cooperative use? 

Second. Will additional credit bring adequate farm relief? 
The results of these inquiries were summarizeu in an editorial 

published in this journal in the October, 1926, issue, from which 
I quote the following : 

The replies left no doubt about the matter. • • • That better 
prices, or an evening up of advantages, should be the real objective 
of any measure undertaken for farm relief is the tenor Qf an over
whelming majority of opinions. • • We have heard clearly and 
unmistakably the response of farmers in all sections of the country to 
any Qffer of further credits and nothing more. Such a relief plan will 
never do. 

The board of directors of the National Associafion of Credit 
Men at their annual meeting in Atlantic City last spring issued 
a statement, from which I quote the following extract: 

Good planning, good marketing, and the reduction of waste, rather 
than more credit, are necessary. 

In addition to these statements leaders of large farm organi
zations have publicly stated during the past year that the para
mount need of agriculture to-day is not the extension of more 
credit but the creation of conditions which will make it pos
sible for the farm~r to secure a better price for his products. 

COOPERATIVE MARKETING NEEDS STRENGTHENING 

Another proposed solution for the difficulties of the farmers 
is to leave everything to the cooperatives. This would be very 
beneficial if all farmers were members of such organizations, 
but we must face conditions as they are and not as we would 
like to see them. When over two-thirds of the farmers are not 
members of any cooperative marketing association, and when 
the membership in such associations is split up among more 
than 12,000 organizations, it is impracticable to expect that 
these organizations shall be able to deal effectively with the 
surplus problem which demands for its solution concerted and 
coordinated action on the part of all producers. 

There is an iip.portant wheel missing in our cooperative mar
keting machinery which prevents it from dealing effectively 
with the surplus problem. The missing portion in this ma
chinery is the absence of control over the disposition of the 
surplus. Under present conditions the cooperatives do not 
dare to attempt to handle and dispose of surpluses, particu
larly when the surpluses are large in quantity, becau..,e most 
of the farmers are not members of cooperative associations, and 
the membership would be required to bear all the burdens in
cident to disposing of this surplus, while the nonmembers would 
share in the benefits in price enhancement without bearing any 
of the burdens. The effect of this would be to drive out from 
membership in the cooperatives those who are already mem
bers and to prevent nonmembers from joining ; in other words, 
if the cooperatives, unaided and under present conditions, un
dertook to dispose of surpluses of commodities like wheat, the 
effect would be to destroy cooperative marketing organizations. 
Even when they have not attempted to handle and market the 
total surplus of a crop the cooperatives have had to battle for 
their lives, because nonmembers who stay out frequently share 
the same benefits as members and escape the burdens. Farm 
leaders have testified again and again that this has been one 
of the greatest hindrances to the development of cooperative 
marketing. To deal with this situation some means must be 
provided by which the burden of handling and disposing of the 
surplus of a farm commodity will be distributed equitably 
among all of the producers of such commodity and so that all 
producers may share alike in the benefits resulting therefrom. 

Still other proposals have been offered which advocate arbi
trary price fixing by the Government and the extension of di
rect subsidies out of the Federal Treasury. Such demands, 
however, did not come from the masses of the farmers. Repre
sentatives of great farm organizations and cooperative associa
tions have repeatedly declared their opposition to arbitrary 
price fixing by the Government, and have stated time and time 
again that they do not want a Government subsidy. What they 
say they want is equality of opportllD,i.ty, equality of bargain
ing power, and economic equality with other groups in this 
country. 

WHY THE CURTlS-CRISP BILL IS NOT WANTED 

The so-called Curtis-Crisp bill has been offered as a compro
mise measure; but it is not in reality a compromise measure but 
an inadequate substitute which fails to give the farmers what 
they want and offers them many things which they do net want. 
It fails to contain the equalization-fee principle indorsed by a 
large number of national farm organizations and declared by 
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them to be vital to the succe sful solution of the surplus prob- 1 prices on the bulk of the crop. In other words, this legislation 
lem. The Governm-ant must either be responsible for losses will make possible for the farmers themselves, through their 
under this bill or else the operations must be restricted so own cooperative associations, assisted by a sympathetic Federal 
much, in order to Jirotect the Government from a loss, as to pre- farm board, to deal effectively with one of the most distressing 
vent much benefit being secured through handling the surplus. problems with which agriculture has to contend, namely, the 
If there should be losses under the operation of this measure, surplus problem. · 
the Government would ha-ve to pay the bill, whereas in the If this measure should be put into operation, the temptation 
McNary-Haugen bill the Government funds which are advanced for nonmembers to stay out of the cooperatives would be re
ha>e, in addition to the usual security, the added protection of duced and the incentive to become a member of such an associa
the equalization fund collected from the commodity. This pro- tion would be considerably enhanced, because the measure pro
posal also involves price :fixing based on "cost of production vides for the equitable distribution among all producers the 
to efficient producers." The joint statement of representatives cost and benefit of handling the surplus. 
of farm organizations condemns this provision by pointing out Another benefit which the farmers will receive from this 
that such a basis for price :fixing would starve out the bulk of legislation is that they will receive the full benefit of the tarift 
fellow producers of the so-called efficiency producers. Fmther- on foreign products. Manufacturers can maintain domestic 
more, the farmers, through their organizations, have expressed prices at a level equal to the world price plus the tariff by 
themselves very clearly as being opposed to arbitrary price fix- selling their products abroad at a lower price than those in this 
ing. These defects, as well as others which are pointed out in country. Even though losses are sustained on the exportable 
the r eport of the Agricultural Committee, serve to brand this surplus sold abroad at the lower price, the profits made on 
measure as an inadequate and undesirable substitute. the bulk of the output which is sold in domestic markets at the 

nEvrsED HAUGEN BILL higher price· made possible through the tariff, much more than 
Such are some of the proposals other than the Haugen bill compensate for the losses sustained on the sale of the surplus; 

which have been advocated. The Committee on Agriculture, and the net return is greater as the result of these operations 
after considering a large number of proposals and devoting a than if the exportable surplus were allowed to depress domestic 
great deal of time to a study of this question, has given its prices. Under this legislation the farmers would be able, 
approval by decisive vote to the Haugen bill. This measure through their cooperative associations, assisted by the Federal 
would set up a Fe<leral farm board of 12 members nominated farm board, to obtain the same benefits from the tariff which 
by committees which are elected by the farm organizations. manufacturing and industrial groups have obtained. 
'l'his board would be required to keep informed of agricultmal coTTON 
conditions, and particularly concerning the probable existence What I have just said in reference to the tari:ff does not 
of a surplus of the farm commodities · included in the bill. apply, of course, to cotton. On account of the fact that the 
Whenever such a surplus seemed to be imminent the board United States produces the major portion of the world's supply 
would have authority to enter into contracts with cooperative of cotton, the producers in this country would be in a dominant 
marketing organizations for the handling and disposition of the position and able to demand a profitable price for their product 
surplus. In order to finance these operations, including the were it not for the fact that they are not sufficiently organized 
payment of any losses that might be incmred in the handling as to be able to market the bulk of the crop in an orderly 
of the sm·plus, the board would also have authority to collect fashion and regulate the flow of the raw material to market. 
a stabilization fee upon each unit of the said commodity. This This bill provides the necessary machinery with which to coor
fee would be collected at the point of processing, or upon the dinate the existing cooperative organizations and others that 
transportation thereof, or upon sale, whichever is deemed most may be organized later, and to give them such assistance as will 
practicable. Further :finances are provided for in the form of enable them to withhold the cotton crop from the market and 
a revolving loan fund of $250,000,000, which can be advanced by dispose of it in such quantities and at such times as will pre
the board to the cooperatives with whom contracts are made for vent undue price depression. 
the handling of the surplus. T~ese returns will have the pro~ It is not contemplated, however, that a Government monopoly 
tection afforded by the stabilization funds collected from the in cotton or any other farm product shall be instituted. There 
commodities. While the operations of the bill are to begin with are no restrictions on the freedom of either producers or pur
corn, wheat, rice, swine, and cotton, provision is made whereby <;hasers. Prices would still have to be determined through 
the board may recommend to Congress the inclusion of other the operation of supply and demand. The bill does not con
commodities. template the securing of arbitrary prices through Government 

In the meantime, definite assistance may be rendered to any monopoly such as has been attempted by other governments · 
cooperative in the United States hanilling any commodity what- and the farmers would still have to compete with foreign com~ 
e-ver through the special loan fund of $25,000,000 provided for petition. The advantages which this measure would gi>e to 
in the bill, which can be used by the board to extend loans to the our farmers would be that it would enable them to secure the 
cooperatives at a low rate ·of interest and to amortize the repay- highest price for their products which market conditions and 
ment of such loans over a long period of time. other economic factors would justify; it would distribute equi-

BENEFITS TO AGRICULTURE tably upon all producers the burden .of disposing of surpluses 
Such, in substance, are the prilicipal provisions of the Haugen and enable the farmers to obtain all the benefits resulting from 

bill. Let us see briefly just what it proposes to do for the marketing their products in an orderly fashion instead of dump
farmers. If Congress sets up this machinery provided for in the ing the bulk of them on the market within a short time. · 

f th hindr to th d 1 If the farmers can control the surplus problem and regulate 
bill, it will remove one 0 e greatest ances e eve op- the flow of their commodities to market, it will not only secure 
ment of cooperative marketing and prove to be a great stimulus 
to the growth of cooperative organizations, because it will dis- for them better prices on the average for their products, but 
tribute equitably among all the cost and benefit of handling the it will tend to stabilize the whole industry of agriculture in 
surplus. One of the chief merits of this bill is that it contem- the interest of both the producers and the consumers. 
plates using the existing cooperative associations rather than to FOOD PRICEs 

set up an entirely new and independent marketing system. Various criticisms have been aimed at the measure, but 
BY. thus developing cooperative marketing of farm products these fail to _ bear analysis. It is said by the enemies of this 

and building upon the foundations · of cooperative marketing legislation that it will place' an added burden on the consumer 
which have already been built,, the operations of this meas- by raising the price of food products which they have to buy. 
ure would not unnecessarily interfere with or endanger the While this may seem plausible, the actual operations of the 
existing economic structure, but" would proceed along sound bill would not work out that way in all probability. It is a. 
lines to secure for the farmers ·equality of bargaining power well-known fact that the price of a loaf of bread remains the 
with other groups. If this measure did nothing else than to same despite large fluctuations in the price per bushel of wheat. 
promote and coordinate cooperative associations so that they This is true to a more or less extent of practically all farm 
should be able to dispose of the farm surpluses so as to take the products. The effect of this legislation would be to lessen the 
benefit of our protective laws, it would be well worth while. spread between the producers and the consumer, with the 

The Government is not put into business and placed in com- result that the farmer would get his fair share of profit which 
petition with the cooperatives, but the Federal farm board is now going to various middlemen between him and the con
would erve as a coordinating agency for the cooperatives and sumer. 

INDOBSED BY LABOR farm organizations through which effective control and disposi
tion of surplus farm crops can be secured. It is not expected 
that the board shall make contracts with a view to handling 
the entire crop, but it will assist the cooperatives in disposing 
of the surplus so as to prevent the undue depression of domestic 

LXVIII--225 

A representative of the American Federation of Labor, which 
represents one of the large groups of consumers in this coun
try, appeared before the Committee on Agriculture last yenr in 
support of this legislation, and he denied unequivocally that it 
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would i·esult in increasing the cost of living. I wish to quote 
the following extracts from his statement to the committee: 

I have said in the past that il because of the enactment of any law 
it may be necessary that the workers shall pay more, why even then we 
are satisfied; but under this bill I can not see where we would ·be called 
upon to pay more. It is only an equalization bill. It is not even as 
far-reaching as the taritr is for manufacturers and industrial producers, 
inasmuch as it does not definitely raise prices. It just holds prices, 
Now "'entlemen the American Federation of Labor is in favor of this 
bill ~n"'d asks tll~t it be enacted into Jaw. • • • To me and to the 
American Federation of Labor it appears that this comes as near being 
a solution to the farm problem as anything that has been offered here. 

In other words, organized labor representing a large ~oup of 
consumers in this country is not expecting increased prices as 
result of this legislation, and they are in favor of such a meas
m·e even though it should result in higher prices, because they 
realize that the maintenance of a prosperous agriculture is 
e sential to the well-being of the entire country, including them
selves. 

It has al o been charged that this measure would stimulate 
excessive overproduction, and thereby defeat the purposes of the 
measure. It is claimed that an increase in the price which the 
farmer receives for his product would cause him to plant more 
next year with the result that there would be a tremendous 
overprodu~tion. Thus the opponents of this measure base their 
argument that it will cause overproduction upon the assumption 
that it will increase the price which the farmer will receive. In 
order to raise this objection, therefore, they are admitting that 
the measure '\\ill secure precisely the result which its advocates 
claim for it, namely, that it will bring the farmers a better 
price for what they have to sell, and this i exactly what the 
farmer needs. 

Now that they have admitted this result, what about the con
clusion which they draw from it, namely, that the increase in 
p1ice will result in an overproduction so great as to depress con
siderably the prices during the succeeding year. Such a conclu
sion is unwarranted, but for the sake of argument let us as rune 
for the moment that this would be true; then what they are say
ing in effect is that if we do something to give the farmers a 
better price we are doing something which we ought not to do, 
because it will lead them to produce a larger quantity. But 
what evidence do they offer in support of this conclusion? Are 
we going to deny the farmer a better income merely because we 
fear some purely academic " bogy "? 

As a matter of fact there are many factors which would tend 
to prevent excessive overproduction. It appears doubtful th~t 
the total production of farm commodities will be very greatly 
increased in the near future even though prices should rise 
materially. This belief is supported by Dr. George F. Warren 
of Cornell University, one of the leading agricultural economists 
of the United States. I quote the following exh·act from his 
letter to a Congressman, dated May 1, 1926, which was pub
lished in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD of May 25, 1926: 

It takes a considerable period of time to increase yields per acre and 
a considerable period of time to decrease them • * • the present 
agricultural depression has been so drastic that the impetus to decrease 
production will undoubtedly occur for some.time even should the con
ditions improve. In other words, if conditions for farmers sbould at 
once be decidedly improved we would still expect production to con
tinue to decline tor some years • • • by that time we would 
probably need the increased production. For six crop years farming 
bas been going through a period of agricultural depre sion. An immi
nent period of shortage ot farm products is unavoidable. The longer 
the period of depression the longer and more -violent the period of 
shortage will be. 

In short I believe that if an improvement should occw· in the agri
cultural situation at the present time that at first it would merely 
check the rate of decline in agriculture. It would be, I believe, some 
years before any actual increase in total production would occur. 

The opponents of this measure raise the hue and cry that it 
would bring about disastrous overproduction but they overlook 
the fact that the individual farmer often increases his acreage 
following a period of low prices. He does this because he must 
secure a certain amount of income in order to pay his taxes, 
his fertilizer bills, his living expenses, and other costs; and 
when the prices are so low that he does not receive a sufficient 
amount from -his present production to enable him to pay his 
bills he finds it necessary to increase his production per man 
in order to get a larger retm·n per man. This situation is con
firmed by Edwin S. Norse, of the Institute of Economics in his 
book entitled ".Agriculture and the European Market" from 
which I quote the following extract: 

The single individual rea.cts to falling prices by redoubling his e1fort 
thereby enlarging market supplies and continuing or even aggravating 

the downward t~ndency of prices. If corn is cheap the farmer with 
rent and taxes and interest to pay fore~s the need of more bushels 
with which to pay these bills. 

In addition to this statement which I have quoted from a 
well-known economist, this is a matter of common knowledge 
among those familiar with farming conditions. 

In addition to these factors which will safeguard the farmers 
against overproduction, the McNary-Haugen bill contain~ sev
eral specific pro-visions which will serve as an added protec
tion. One of the greatest arguments in favor of the equaliza
tion fee is that it will serve as a check upon exce ive over
production, because the larger the surplus produced the Jarcrer 
necessarily must be the equalization fee collected for hanilling 
the surplus. Furthermore, the board is authorized to advise 
with the producers as to production, and the various commodity 
advisory councils are empowered to cooperate with the board in 
suggestions to producers as to production. The re ult will be 
a tendency toward stabilization of production following a sta
bilization of prices so that the whole industry within a few 
years would probably reach a tabilized basis wherein protl.uc- _ 
tion would vary but little beyond the fluctuations due to 
weather and clinmtic conditions. Under the. ·e conditions both 
the producers and the consumer. would be able ·to anticipate 
tl1eir probable income and expenses witl1 more degree of cer
tainty and would be better able to plan their operations 
accordingly. 

It has been further charged tllat the equalization fee i · un
constitutional. This i one of the stock objections which op
ponents of legislation find convenient to fall back upon when 
they can discover nothing else that is seriously objectionable 
in a measure. If Congress had followed the policy of refu ing 
to pass bills whenever anyone declared that they were uncon
stitutional, we would have been deprived of many important 
and useful measures which Congre._s has paRsed and which were 
later upheld by the courts. A a matter of fact, the questions 
as to constitutionality are thoroughly dealt with in a report of 
the committee. I will not take the time of the House at this 
time to give an account of the large amount of evidence which 
has been mar~haled in support of the constitutionality not only 
of the equalization fee but of other p1·ovisions of the bill, but 
I merely wish to call attention to the fact that these matters 
are fully dealt with in the committee report. 

In conclusion, 1\Ir. Chairman, I wish to point out that we have 
before us for consideration a .measure which has the indorse
ment of organized labor, representatives of business a. socia
tions, an increasing number of State legislatures, and a l:u·ge 
number of farm organizations representing every principal 
section of the United States. There is no other measure which 
has been considered by this Congrer;s which has anything like 
the support which this measure has. There is no reference in 
the measure, whatever, to price fi;ring or price levels. It does 
not put the Government into buying or selling farm crops on 
its own account. "Qoyernm.ent funds, which are loaned to the 
cooperatives, are amply safeguarded. The measure use;· and 
builds upon the cooperative movement which has already been 
developed rather than etting up a new system. It takes care 
of all commodities by authorizing the board to assist in uispos
ing of the surpluses of five of the major farm commodities and 
to assist the producers of other commodities through extending 
amortized loans to cooperatives handling such commodities. It 
is not an attempt at securing unwarranted, artificial. and 
arbitrary prices through a government monopoly, but it pro
vides a means by which the producers, through their own 
organization , assisted by the farm board, can dispose of farm 
surpluses in such a way as to give the producers the full value 
of their product. In short it is a business proposition which 
'fill make it possible for the farmers to market their crops in 
an orderly manner so that they will be able to obtain ths best 
price which market conditions and other economic factors 
justify and which will give to the farmers equal bargaining 
power and equality of opportunity with other groups. If this 
bill is passed it will stabilize the most important industry in 
this country on a basis of economic equality with other groups. 
I do not believe that Oongre s should deny these benefits to 
the farmer by refusing or neglecting to pass this legislation. 
I believe it to be the most constructive and mo t effective 
measure that has been proposed to us, and it is my purpo. e to 
vote for it. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do 
now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re

sumed the chair, l\1r. MAPES, Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 15474:) 
to establish a Federal farm board, to aid in the orderly mar-
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keting and in the control and disposition of the surplus of agri
cultural commodities, and had come to no resolution thereon. 

DE.ATH OF FORMER REPRESENTATIVE SAMUEL W. BEAKES, OF 
MICHIGAN 

Mr. 11IICHE:J\TER. Mr. Speaker, it becomes my painful duty 
to announce to the House the death on the 9th day of the present 
month of my predecessor, Hon. Samuel W. Beakes, who served 
faithfully and well in the House of Representatives in the 
Sixty-third, Sixty-fourth, and Sixty-fifth Congresses. 

Mr. Beakes was a man of ability and integrity, and always 
loyal to his friends. Politically he was a Democr·at and held 
many positions of honor and trust in his home city and county. 

Upon retiring from Congress he entered the Veterans' Bureau, 
and has made his home in Washington since that time. His 
death will be mourned by his many friends. 
DEATH OF FORMER REPRESENTATIVE FRANCIS MARION GRIFFITH, OF 

INDIANA 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, it is with feeling of personal 
regret that I announce to the membership of the House the 
death of Hon. Francis Marion Griffith, which, as I am in
formed, occurred at his home in Vevay, Ind., on February 8, 
1927, at the age of 77 years. Mr. Griffith was elected to the 
Fifty-fifth Congress to fill out the unexpired term of Hon. Wil
liam S. Holman. He was also elected to the Fifty-sixth, Fifty
seventh, and Fifty-eighth Congresses, after which he retired 
from that body and again took up the practice of law. Mr. 
Griffith also served as circuit judge for six years, and from 
that time to the date of his death he had devoted his time ex
clusively to his law practice. For many years he was promi
,nent in political affairs in Indiana and was one of the leaders 
of the State. In addition, he was one of the State's most es
teemed characters whose death will not only be a distinct loss 
to the State of Indiana, but, I am sure, will bring sadness to 
many who knew him. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, an
nounced that that committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled Senate bills of the following titles, when the Speaker 
signed the same : 

S. 4553. An act granting the consent of Congress to the Chesa
peake Bay Bridge Co. to construct a bridge across the Chesa
peake Bay from a point in Baltimore County to a point in 
Kent County, in the State of Maryland; and 

S. 4727. An act to provide for the widening of Nichols Avenue 
between Good Hope Road and S Street SE., in the District of 
Columbia. 

ENROLLED HOUSE BILLS PRESENTED 'f{) THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re· 
ported that this day they presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the following bills : 

H. R. 4553. An act authorizing the President to restore Com· 
mander George M. Baum, United States Navy, to a place on 
the list of commanders of the Navy to rank next after Com· 
mander David W. Bagley, United States Navy; 

H. R. 11421. An act to provide for conveyance of certain lands 
in the State of Alabama for State park and game preserve 
purposes ; and 

H. R. 14242. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to 
proceed with the construction of certain public works at Quan· 
tico, Va. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. HAUGE...~. Mr. Speaker, I move that the Bouse do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 
43 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Satur~ 
day, February 12, 1927, at 12 o'clock noon. 

COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
Mr. TILSON submitted the following tentative list of com~ 

mittee hearings scheduled for Saturday, February 12, 1927, as 
reported to the floor leader by clerks of the several committees: 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

(10.30 a. m.) 
Second deficiency bill. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

(10.30 a. m.) . 
To provide for the expense of the participation of the United 

States in the work of a preparatory commission to consider 
questions of the reduction and limitation of armaments. 

EXECUTIVE COM.l\IUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications 

were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 
962. A communication from the President of the United 

States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, for the ·war Depar t 
ment, amounting in all to $210,000; al so drafts of proposed leg
islation affecting existing appropriations for the War Depart
ment (H. Doc. No. 704) ; to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

963. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, for the War Depart
ment, amounting in all to $2,338,233, for the removal of high 
explosive ammunition from the Raritan ordnance reserve de
pot, N. J. (H. Doc. No. 705); to the Committee on Appropria
tions and ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
1\Ir. WINTER : Committee on Mines and Mining. S. 3641. 

An act to amend an act entitled "An act to provide relief in 
cases of contracts connected with the prosecution of the war, 
and for other purposes," approYed March 2, 1919, as amended; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2041). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

l\Ir. SINNOTT: Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 
H. R. 9493. A bill conferring jurisdiction upon ·the United 
States District Court for the District of Oregon or the Court 
of Claims to hear and determine any suit or suits, actions or 
proceedings which may be instituted or brought by the Klamath 
irrigation district, a public corporation of the State of Oregon, 
or the State of Oregon by intenention or direct suit or suits, 
to set aside that certain contract between the United States 
and the California-Oregon Power Co., dated February 24, 1917, 
together with all contracts or modifications thereof, and to set 
aside or cancel the sale made by the United States Government, 
through the Secretary of the Interior, of the so-called Ankey 
and Keno Canals, and the lands embraced in the rights of way 
thereof, to the said California-Oregon Power Co.; said sale 
having been made in the year 1923; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2042). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. ' 

Mr. LETTS: Committee on Indian Affairs. B. R. 16288. A 
bill authorizing an appropriation for the survey and investiga
tion of the placing of water on the Michaud division and other 
lands in the Fort Hall Indian Reservation; with amendment 
( Rept. No. 2044) . Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McLEOD : Committee on the District of Columbia. 
B. R. 15343. A bill to amend an act entitled "An act to pro~ 
vide for the examination and registration of architects and to 
regulate the practice of architecture in the District of Colum
bia," approved December 13, 1924, and for other purposes; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2045). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN: Committee on the District of Columbia. 
H. R. 16948. A bill to increase the salaries of the Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2046). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON: Committee on Indian Affairs. S. 1924. 
A bill for the relief of the Uintah and White River Tribes of 
Ute Indians of Utah; with amendment (Rept. No: 2047). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. 

Mr. SMITH : Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 139. A 
bill to proYide for addition of certain land to the Challis 
National Forest; with amendment (Rept. No. 2048). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. PORTER: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. J . Res. 353. 
A joint resolution for the relief of the consulate general at Yoko
hama, Japan; without amendment (Rept. No. 2049). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. COLE: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. J. Res. 354. 
A joint resolution to provide for the payment of an indemnity 
to the Chinese Government for the death of Chang Lin and Tong 
Huan Yah, alleged to have been killed by members of the armed 
forces of the United States; with an amendment (Rept. 2050). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. PORTER: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. J. Res. 355. 
A joint resolution to provide for the payment of an indemnity 



3564' CONGRESSIONAL RECORD--HOUSE FEBRUARY lf 
to the British Government to compensate the dependents of 
Edwin Tucker, a British subject, who was killed by a United 
States Army ambulance in Colon, Panama ; with an amendment 
(Rept. No. 2051). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. COLE: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. J. Res. 356. 
A joint resolution to provide for payment of the claim of the 
Government of China · for compensation of Sun Jui-chin for in
juries resulting from an assault on him by a private in -the 
United States Marine Corps; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2052). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. WINTER: Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

H. R. 16336. A bill for the relief of Robert F. Neeley and 
Franklin E. Neeley; with an amendment (Rept. No. 204.3) . 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Naval Affairs 

was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 15942) 
for the relief of Charles W. Buck, and the same was referred 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. BLACK of New York : A bill (H. R. 17083) to grant 

additional leave to Federal employees who are members of the 
American Legion; to the Committee on the Civil Service . . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 17084) to create the Gowanus Stone House 
Battle Memorial Park; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By 1\Ir. BLOOM: A bill (H. R. 17085) to amend section 300 
of the World War veterans' act, 1924; to the Committee on 
World War Veterans' Legislation. 

By Mr. CARTER of California: A bill (H. R. 17086) to 
extend medical and hospital relief to refu·ed officers and en
listed men of the United States Coast Guard; to the Committee 
on World War Veterans' Legislation. 

By Mr. ESTERLY: A bill (H. R. 17087) to authorize the 
United States Public Health Service to furnish expert assist
ance and advice in respect of water, sewer, and street-surface 
drainage systems; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By l\Ir. DREWRY: A bill (H. R. 17088) to authorize certain 
officers of the United States Navy to accept from the Republic 
of Haiti the medal of honor and merit; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. LITTLE: A bill (H. R. 17089) relative to the dam 
across the Kansas (Kaw) River at Lawrence, in Douglas 
County, Kans.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. LEAVITT: A bill (H. R. 17090) authorizing the 
cla sification of the Crow Indians of Montana; to the Commit
tee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. GARNER of Texas: A bill (H. R. 17091) to transfer 
Willacy County in the State of Texas from Jhe Corpus Christi 
division of the southern district of Texas to the Brownsville 
division of such district; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By l\Ir. WINTER: Resolution (H. Res. 416) providing for 
the consideration of S. 3641, to amend the war minerals relief 
act, approved March 2, 1919 ; to the Committee on Rilles. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and se\erally referred as follows: 
By Mr. BLOOM: A bill (H. R. 17092) for the relief of 

Charles A. Brown; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. DAVENPORT: A bill (H. R. 17093) granting an in

crease of pension to Lorena Daniels Wample; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. DOWELL: A bill (H. R. 17094) granting an increase 
of pension to Francis L . Scofield ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. GARBER: A bill (H. R. 17095) granting an increase 
uf pension to Sarah Marsh ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. GREENWOOD: A bill (H. R. 17096) granting a pen
sion to Elmyra E . Porter; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. JENKINS: A bill (H. R. 17097) granting a pension 
to Minnie L. Barnett ; to the Committe.e on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of 'Vashington: A bill (H. R. 17098) to 
provide for a preliminary examination and survey of Grays 
Harbor, 'Va.sh.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 17099) for the relief of Letitia Spence; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By 1\fr. McSWEENEY: A bill (H. R. 17100) for the relief 
of Jennie Carroll, Mabel H. Lazear, Emily Lawrence Reed, and 
John R. Kissinger; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By 1\lr. MENGES: A bill (H. R. 17101) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary C. Smith ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. STALKER: A bill (H. R. 17102) granting an increase 
of pension to Margaret Davis; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 17103) granting an increase of pension to 
Margaret Sanford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 17104) granting an increase of pension to 
·Mary Strong; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 17105) granting an increase of pension to 
Addie Champion; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 17106) granting an increase of pension to 
Sylvia A. Hollenbeck; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TEMPLE: A bill (H. n. 17107) granting a pension to 
Margaret Crawford; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. TUCKER: A bill (H. R. 17108) giving jurisdiction to 
the Court of Claims to hear and determine the claim of the 
Butler Lumber Co. (Inc.) ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows : · · 

6495. By Mr. ARNOLD: Petition from citizens of Mount 
Vernon, ill., recommending the passage of the Civil War pension 
bill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6496. By Mr. BLAI\'"1) : Petition of voters of Accomac County, 
Va., urging that steps be taken to bring to a vote a Civil War 
pension bill carrying the rates proposed by the National! 
Tribune, Washington, D. C.; to the Committee on Invaliu Pen-
sions. . 

6497. By Mr. BLOOM: Petition of directors of the Chicago 
Board of Trade, regarding the McNary-Haugen bill; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

6498. By Mr. BRIGHAM: Petition of Alma Bugbee and 45 
other citizens of Morristown, Vt., favoring the passage of legis
lation for the relief of Civil War soldiers and widows; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6499. By Mr. BROWNE : Resolution of the American Legion, 
Department of Wisconsin, urging that the bill for the retire
ment of disabled emergency Army officers be brought up for 
action; to the Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation. 

6500. By Mr. CANFIELD: Petition of Mr. J. H. Shutts and 
59 other residents of Dillsboro, Ind., urging passage of legisla
tion for the increasing of pensions of Civil War soldiers and 
widows of soldiers ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6501. By l\Ir. CARTER of California : Petition of W. 0. Lean
bert and 117 other voters of Oakland, Calif., urging the passage 
of legislation granting increase of pensions to veterans of the 
Civil War and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

6502. Also, petition of the National Council, Traveling Sales
men's Associations, representing 912,000 salesmen of the Nation, 
urging the repeal of the war-time Pullman surcharge; to the 
Committee on Ways and :Means. 

6503. Also, petition of S. C. Boyson and 49 other voters of 
Alameda, Calif., urging the passage of legislation increasing the 
pensions of Civil War veterans and widows of veterans; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6504. By Mr. CHALMERS: Petition signed by about 50 voters 
of Toledo, Ohio, urging that legislation be passed to increase the 
pensions of all Civil War veterans and widows of veterans; to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6505. By Mr. DF.MPSEY: Petition of citizens of Middleport, 
N. Y., urging passage of Civil War pension bill for relief to 
suffering veterans and widows of veterans; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

6506. By M:c. DOWELL: Petition of citizens of Polk County, 
Iowa, ru·ging enactment of legislation increasing pensions of 
Civil War veterans aud widows of veterans; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

6507. By 1\Ir. EATON: Petition of 1\Irs. Angie T. Bryan, 181 
High Street, Somerville, N. J., and 32 other citizens of Somerset 
County, N. J., urging immediate steps be taken to bring Civil 
War pension bill to a vote and urging support by Members of 
Congress ; to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 
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6508. By Mr. ROY G. Fl'I'ZGERALD: Petition of 149 voters 

of Butler and Montgomery Counties, Ohio, praying for the pas
sage of a bill to increase the pensions of Civil 'Var veterans 
and widows of veterans; to the Committee on Im·alid Pensions. 

6509. By Mr. FRENCH: Petition of citizens of Viola, Idaho, 
protesting against enactment of Sunday legi ·lation; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6510. By Mr. FUNK: Petition of citizens of Cabery, lll., 
urging furth~r relief for Civil War -veterans and widows of 
veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6511. By 1\:lr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Clarence 0. Case, presi
dent New England Flour Co., Boston, l\Ias.·., vigorously oppo ing 
the McNary-Haugen farm bill as vidous class legislation ; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

6512. By Mr. GARBER : Petition of Dolman & Dyer, attor
neys, Ardmore, Okla., expressing approval of House bill 8708, 
a bill to reduce the interest rate on railroad indebtedness to 
the P'nited States from 6 per cent to not less than 414 per cent 
and to extend the time of payment of such indebtedness ; to 
the Committee on Way~ and 1\Ieans. 

6313. Also, petition of the Ame1ican National Retail Jewelers 
As.·odation, urging enactment of House bill 16545, known as 
the national platinum marking act, 1927 ; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

6514. Also, petition of the National Retail Coal Met·rhants 
Association, opposing all legislation tending to substitution of 
political control for economic control, the domination of busi
ness by polit:cians, the increase of Federal bureaus and em
ployeeE~, or the transfer of State authority to the Federal Gov
ernment, whether affecting coal or any other commodity; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign· Commerce. 

6515. Also, petition of Drennan & Drennan, Medford, Okla., 
ur(l'Ing enactment of House bill 8708, to extend the period of 
payment of railroad indebtedness for a peliod not to exceed 30 
year · and to reduce the interest rate on thls indebtedness from 
6 per cent to not less thnn 4:14 per cent; to the Committee on 
·ways and Means. 

6516. Also, petit:on of the United 1\llne V\rorkers of America, 
protesting against the burdensome uneconomic freight rates on 
coal from the mines of Indiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Illi
nois ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

6517. By Mr. HICKEY: Petition of Charles D. Robison and 
other citizens of Warsaw, Ind., urging the passage of a bill in
crensing the pensions of Civil War Yeterans and widows of 
Teterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6518. By 1\lr. · HOCH: Petition signed by Capt. Wm. Schwartz 
ancl 115 voters of LeRoy, Kans., urging immediate action taken 
on bill increasing pensions of Civil War veterans and widows 
of veterans; to the Committee on In\alid Pensions. 

6519. AI o, petition of five citizens of Plymouth, Kans., urg
ing 11assage of the Civil War pension bill; to the Committee on 
Invnlirl Pensions. 

6G20. Also, petition of 16 citizens of Wabaunsee, Kans., urg
ing pas._age of Civil War pension bill; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

6;)21. Also, petition of 62 citizens of Eureka, Kans., urging 
pas ·age of the Civil War pension bill; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

6;)22. Also, petition of 30 citizens of Severy, Kans., urging 
immediate action on pending Civil 'Var pension legi lation; to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6523. By Mr. HOOPER: Petition of L. S. Dye and 98 other 
residents of Homer, Mich., in favor of pending legislation to 
increase the present rates of pension of Civil War veterans, 
widows of veterans, and dependents; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

6524. By l\Ir. JOHNSON of South Dakota: Petition of citi
zens of the second district of South Dakota, urging immediate 
action on legislation h1creasing Civil War pensions; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6525. By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Petition of citizens 
of Buckley, Wash., praying ~or enactment of Civil War pension 
legislation; to the Cqmmittee on Invalid Pensions. 

6526. By Mr. KI'EFNER: Petition from the citizens of 
Fretlericktown, Mo., urging Congress to pass legislation for the 
relief of the needy and suffering Civil War veterans and widows 
of -veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6527. By Mr. KIESS: Petition of citizens of Potter County, 
Pa., protesting against the passage of House bills 7179, 7822, 
10123, and 10311 ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

6528. By Mr. KINDRED: Petition of Lieut. H. F. McCorkle 
Camp, United Spanish War Veterans, to the Members of the 
Unite<l States Senate and House of Representatives, requesting 
theil· approval and indorsement of Gen. George H. Woods's re
tention and reappointment as a member of the Board of Man-

agers of the National Soldiers' Home; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

6529. By Mr. KNUTSO~: Petition signed by P. M. Lovelace, 
of Hewitt, Minn., and others, urging Civil War pension legisla
tion ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6530. Also, petition signed by Rev. A. J. Oli\er, of Pequot, 
Minn., and others, urging increase of pensions for Civil War 
veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6531. By Mr. LAMPERT: Petition from Fred H. Zermuehlen 
and 65 other citizens of Two Rivers, Wis., urging increase in 
pensions for Ciru War veterans and for the widows of Civil 
War soldiers; to the Committee on In-valid Pensions. 

6532. By Mr. MAGRADY: Petition of sundry citizens of 
Millville, Columbia County, Pa., urging that immediate steps 
be taken to bring to a vote the Civil War pension bill increas
ing pensions of Civil War veterans and widows of veterans; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6533. By Mr. MANLOVE: Petition of l\lr. W. R. Ga<ldie, J. R. 
Ha..;ting, H. W. Sterling, nnd 38 other residents of Jasper 
County, Mo., urging the pa ·sage of legislation for the relief of 
Civil War veterans and widows of veterans; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

6534. By !Ir. MICHEJ~~R: Petition of residents of Deerfield, 
Lenawee County, Mich., asking that certain pension laws be 
enacted for Civil War veterans; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pen, ions. 

6535. By Mr. MILLER: Petitions of citizens of Seattle, Wash .. 
for increases in pen~ions for Civil ·war veterans and removal of 
limitation on date of marriage of Civil War widows; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6536. By l\Ir. MOONEY: Telegram from BLhop J o. ·eph 
Schrembs, of Cleveland, Ohio, urglng favorable consideration 
of legislation to liberalize the immigration laws so as to permit 
the reunion of families; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

6a37. By Mr. 1\IICHffi:NER: Petition of residents of Brooklyn, 
Jackson County, 1\Iich., asklng that _certain pension laws be 
enacted for Civil War veterans; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pen~ons. 

6538. By Mr. O'CON?\"ELL of New York: Petition of the. 
Board of Trade of the city of Chicago opposing the pas~age of 
the Haugen-McNary bill; to the Committee on Agricultur('. 

6539. Also, petition of National Federation of Federal Em
ployees, favoring the passage of Senate bill 1077 or similar 
House bill now on the calendar ; to the Committee on the Civil 
Service. 

6540. By llr. OLDFIELD: Petition of citizens of Jack on 
County, Ark., urging the pas. ·age of House bill 13450; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6a41. By 1\Ir. ROBINSON of Iowa: Petition by the citizens 
of Waverly, Bremer County, Iowa, for the enactment of Civil 
War veterans pension legislation; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pen. ions. 

6542. By 1\Ir. ROMJUE : Petition of Hon. C. F. Hale, Dr. T. S. 
'Vatson, J. W. Ni'3beth, et al., asking passage of legislation 
in behalf of Civil War veterans and widows of veterans; to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6543. By Mr. SANDERS of New York: Petition of re. i<lents 
of the town of Wethersfield, N. Y., urging immediate passage 
of a bill granting increased pension rates to Civil War veterans 
and widows of veterans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6544. By Mr. STOBBS : Petition of residents of Shrewsbury 
and Worcester, Mass., opposing passage of Senate bill 4821, 
tb:e Sunday observance bill ; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

6545. Also, petition of residents of Westboro, 1\lass., urgint; 
passage of Civil War pen ion bill; to the Committee on In-valid 
Pensions. 

6546. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of citizens 
of Indiana County, Pa., in favor of the Sunday rest bill for the 
District of Columbia (H. R. 10311) ; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

6547. Also, petition of citizens of Du Bois, Pa., urging imme
diate action on a bill to increase the rates of pension of Civil 
War veterans and widows of veterans; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

6548. Also, petition of citizens of Indiana County, Pa., urging 
immediate action on a bill to increase th'e rates of pension for 
Civil War veterans and widows of veterans; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

6549. By 1\Ir. STRONG -of Kansas: Petition of votet·s of 
Salina, Kans., urging enactment of Civil ·war pension bill; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6550. By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: Petition signed by 
Mrs. Mollie Maguh:e and 31 others, of Walla Walla, Waf:lh., 

,-
\ 
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urging that the Civil War pension bill now pending be given 
p1·ompt consideration; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6551. By Mr. THUllSTON: Petition of board of directors 
Creston (Iowa) Chamber of Commerce, indorsing the McNary
Haugen bill and recommending its pas. age; to the Committee 
on AgricUlture. 

6552 . .Also, petition of board of dil·ectors Bedford (Iowa) 
Chamber of Commerce, indorsing the McNary-Haugen farm 
bill and recommending its passage; to the Committee on Agr_i
culture. 

6553. Alr-:o, petition of the board of directors of the Des 
Moines (Io"'\"\""a) Chamber of Commerce, inclor ing the Mc-Nary
Haugen hill and recommending its passage ; to the Committee 
on AgricultUI"e. · 

6554. Also, petition of citizens of Creston, Union County, 
Iowa, relating to legh;lation in favor of veterans of the Civil 
'Var ami their dependent.· ; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
·ion . . 

6555. Amo, petition of citizens of Clarinda, Page County, 
Iowa, relating to legislation in favor of ycterans of the Civil 
War anc1 their dependent ' ; to the Commit tee on Im·alid Pen
Hion::;. 

6356. By l\Ir. TILLMAN: Petition of different citizens of the 
third congressional di::;trict of Arkansas, asking for pension 
le<~islation for '"eterans of the Civil War; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

6557. By Mr. VESTAL: Petition of John W. Grimes and 
ot11er ·, of :Madison County, Ind., favoring the pa sage of the 
Ohil 'Var pension bill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6558. Also, petition of Orner Sutton and othe_rs, of Madison 
County, Ind., favoring the passage of the Civil War pension 
bill ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6559. By Mr. VINCENT of Michigan: Petition of residents of 
the eighth district, urging legislation to increase pen...;;ions of 
veterans of the Civil War and widows of veterans; to the Com
IDittee on Invaliu Pensions. 

6560. By Mr. W ATllES: Petition by residents of Carbondale 
and Scranton, Pa., favoring Civil War pen ion legislation; to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Gatn. By Mr. WEAVER: Petition of citizens of Reems Creek 
Township, Buncombe County, N. C., a king increa e in Civil 
'Var pensions; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6G62. Also, petition of citizens of Cataloochee Township, Hay
wood County, N. C., asking increase in Civil War pensions; to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6563. By Mr. WOODYARD: Petition of citizens of Sisters· 
ville, W. Va., favoring additional pension legislation; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

6564. By Mr. WYANT: Petition of citizens of Scottdale, West
moreland County, Pa., urging the pa sage of the Lankford Sun
day rest bill (H. R. 10311) ; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

SENATE 
SATURDAY, February 12, 192'7 

The Chaplain, Rev. J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Our Father, the God of our fathers in all the experiences of 
our national history, we bless Thee for Thy guidanc-e and for 
every help that ha come to us in days of darkness and of 
doubt. But we know that Thou wert the God of the past1 and 
as Thou wert thus recognized we would have Thee as the God 
of the present and of the future. 

We bless Thee for the history of one connected in our na
tional life, who e name and infiuence add luster to its history, 
and we pray, ou1· God, that in all the way of life we may recog
nize that righteousness exalts a nation. 

Hear us and help us, so that in the midst of life's problems 
we may realize that the God of the past is now with us and 
ready to help us in eyery hour of need. Direct us for Jesus 
Christ's sake. Amen. 

The Chief Clerk proce·eded to read the Journal of the pro
ceedings of the legislative day of Wednesday la t when, on re
quest of M.r. CURTIS and by unanimous consent, the further 
reading was dispens~d with and the Journal was approved. 

MESS.AGE FROM THE HOUSE--ENROLLED BilLS SIGNED 

A message from the House of llepre entatiYes, by Mr. Chaffee, 
one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker bad affixed his 
signature to the following enrolled bills, and they were there
upon signed by t11e Vice President: 

S. 4727. An act to provide for the widening of Nichols A venue 
between Good Hope Road and S Street SE. in the Di ·trict of 
Columbia ; and 

'. 4553. An act granting the consent of Congress to the Che a
peake Bay Bridge Co. to . construct a bridge across the Che a
peake Bay from a point in Baltimore County to a PQint in Kent 
County, in the State of Maryland. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. SMOOT obtained the fioor. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I ..;ugge. t the ab. ence ot 

a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislatiYe clerk called the roll, and the following Sena

tors answered to their names : 
Ashurst Gerry Lenroot Robinson, Ark. 
Bayard Gillett :ucKellnr Schall 
Bingham GlaRs McLean Sbeppard 
Blea, e Goff 1\[cMaster Shipstead 
Borah Gooding J\IcNary SimiDI.>n 
Bratton Gould :Mayfield Smith 
Broussard Greene Means Smoot 
Bruce IIarreld Neely Stanfield 
Cameron Harris Norris Steck 
Capper llarrison Nye Stephens 
Caraway Hawes Oddie Stewart 
Couzens llefiln Overman Trammell 
<'urtis Howell Pepper Tyson 
Dale Johnson Phipps Wah1b, Mass. 
Dill Jones. Wa h. Pine Walsh, 1\Iont. 
Ferris Kendrick Pittman Warren 
Fletcher Keyes Ransdell Watson 
Frazier KLaingollette Reed, ~:to. Wheeler 
George F, Reed, Pa. Willis 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-six Senators having an
swered to their name , a quorum is present. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
I may be alloweu for ~ few minutes to pay tribute to the 
memory of Abraham Lincoln. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is the1·e objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the Senator from Utah will proceed. 

.ABRAII.AM LINCOLN, BT.ATESM.AN 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. Pre id<'nt, SO year · ago next December, 
Abraham Lincoln took his seat in the lower House of Congre:-;R, 
in what is now Statuary Hall in the National Capitol. He wlls 
elected as a ·whig and a follower of Henry Clay. He entered 
the National Legislature at a momentous period. For a decade 
the Nation had been absorbed in industlial pursuits. Business 
and internal development were uppermost. Patriotism slum
bered, national impulses seemed dormant. 

A wild pa sion for war revived the ~pirit of Bunker Hill anll 
New Orleans. The . oldier supplanted the accountant ; deed 
eclip;·ed the dollar. l'ew ·topped to di. cuss the righteousnes 
of war, to what end it might lead or its effect on the status 
of slayery. 

Mr. Lincoln did not willingly enter into tllis military atmo~
phere. Albeit a patriot and a s a Congre :;man elect, admon
ishing those who ha._ tened to the front to " . tand by the flag 
till peace came with honor," nevertbeles be was one of thou
sands of sober, thoughtful, yet loyal, citizen , who looked far 
beyond a war of annexation to the addition of another sl:lYe 
State. 1\!r. Lincoln's background was an absorbing bo tility to 
what be sincerely felt was a national peril. 

While a man of peace and opposed to war with Mexico, Mr. 
Lincoln never failed to vote for any bill or resolution that had 
for its object the sending of upplies to our troops o-ruered to 
the ·eat of war. 011ce in the war he supported its prosecution. 

With courage and faultless logic he challenged the Pre i
dent's justification of war and tbe shedding of the blood of 
American citizens on foreign soil. 

Let him [the PrPsldent] remember-

He sald-
he sits where Washington sat; and so rememberjng, let him answer as 
Washington would an, wer • and if, so answering, be cnn 
show that the soil was ours where the first blood of the wa.r was shed 

* then I am with him for his justification. 

This, his first great speech in yonder hall, slwuld have won 
him a high place, were it not for the shifting standard of public 
opinion that confounds the thing of the moment with the ulti-
mate plinciple. · 

In reply to sharp criticism from his Whig constituents, be 
sent a letter_ revealing his sincerity of purpose, his sober
ness of thought, and his adher~nce to the purposes of the ne
public. He in. isted that the important function of the Consti
tution in leaving the declaration of war with Congress, pre
cluded the right of any one man to bring the oppression of war 
upon the people. 1\ir. Lincoln was not so elated with patL·iotism 
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